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Abstract 
 
Adolescence is a central developmental phase in life. In particular, the quality of 
relationships with parents and peers changes, and the peer group takes on new 
functional and developmental significance. This research project examined how a 
range of peer group characteristics, were related to parent and peer attachment, 
parenting styles, and adolescents’ emotional and behavioural functioning. The peer 
group characteristics included how groups are established, the hierarchical 
membership of groups, gender composition, ease of entry into groups, and the number 
of groups adolescents participate in.  
 
The Inventory of Parent and Peer Attachment ([IPPA]; (Armsden & Greenberg, 
1986), the Parenting Authority Questionnaire ([PAQ]; (Buri, 1991), the Child 
Behavior Checklist, YSR ([CBCL YSR]; (Achenbach, 1991)), and questions about 
relationship quality and structure of adolescent peer groups were administered to 84 
adolescents (35 males and 49 females) drawn from a secondary school population in 
South West Victoria, Australia.  
 
Adolescents predominantly reported belonging to friendship-based cliques established 
by youth where there were no group leaders and members were considered to be 
treated the same. Younger males were most likely to belong to same gender peer 
groups, whereas younger females and older adolescents belonged to mixed gender 
groups. The hypotheses that secure parental attachment is associated to easier group 
access, and participation in a greater number of groups were not supported. There was 
evidence to support a relationship between parenting style and a number of group 
characteristics including: group establishment and membership hierarchy.  
 
Adolescents parented in the maternal authoritarian or authoritative styles were more 
likely to belong to groups established by youth (as opposed to adults) than adolescents 
parented in a maternal undifferentiated or permissive style. Adolescents parented by 
an authoritarian father were more likely to report belonging to groups with no group 
leader, in which peers were considered equal, compared to adolescents parented in the 
authoritative paternal style, who were more likely to belong to groups with one or 
more group leaders. In addition, adolescents parented in the authoritarian paternal 
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style were more likely to be higher on externalising behaviours when compared to 
adolescents parented in the authoritative style. Adolescents also were more likely to 
rate their own group as easier to access than other groups in the general peer 
environment; and those adolescents who rated their own group as easier to access 
reported the highest externalising behaviours.  
 
The findings are discussed in relation to developmental theories, group categorisation 
and social identity theory, and the functions of attachment and group affiliation. 
Consideration is also given to the purpose and function of peer groups, and how these 
are shaped by parenting styles. Finally, the limitations of the study and suggestions 
for future research are discussed. 
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 PART 1: INTRODUCTION  
1.1   Foreword  
 
The research for this thesis was inspired by observations made after facilitating 
adolescent clinical group work under the supervision of Dr Rob Gordon (Clinical 
Psychologist) at the Albert Road Clinic in South Melbourne Victoria. Adolescents 
treated in this setting suffered from a range of emotional, psychological and 
behavioural difficulties, and were experiencing inter-subjective deficits in 
communication and social understanding (Cortina & Liotti, 2010). During the process 
of group therapy, these young people improved in their capacity to communicate and 
relate with both parents and peers. This observation led to my research of group 
characteristics implicated in the improvement of adolescent mental health, and in 
particular relationship precursors that might be implicated in influencing adolescents’ 
capacity to relate or join a group.   
 
 The construct of attachment and how the process of attaching is powerfully 
influenced by early experience of relationships with parents (Hyson, Copple, & Jones, 
2006) had been a useful tool in conceptualizing the relating styles of group members. 
The premise that attachment and an adolescent’s experience of being parented can 
influence capacity to relate, led to the hypothesis that these influences could also be 
involved in facilitating or constraining access to healthy peer group experiences by 
orientating adolescents toward particular peers or constraining access to peers. This 
study draws on research exploring adolescent perceptions about the structure of their 
cliques or crowd; however, it will not use those categories as a basis for determining 
local categories, instead participants will be asked to provide group categories. This 
thesis uses self-reports of rural adolescents to examine whether the quality, structure, 
or ease of access to their peer network is associated with attachment, parenting style, 
and mental health.    
 
1.2   Background 
 
The adolescent phase of development is an important and productive period of life in 
which a young person forms their identity.  Erikson (1968) showed that the 
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development of identity involved the adolescent experimenting with different ways of 
appearing, sounding and behaving.  He believed that through their exploration of 
alternatives, they developed a sense of individuality, established a role for themselves 
in society, and developed commitments to certain ideals (Moshman, 1999). The 
adolescent peer group provides a social context for this exploration of alternatives and 
contributes to identity development by influencing the ways in which adolescents see 
themselves and others (Steinberg & Morris, 2001). That is, adolescents categorise 
themselves through a process of accentuating the perceived similarity of cognitive 
representations of the defining features of their group and they categorise others by 
accentuating perceived differences (Hogg, Terry, & White, 1995). Adolescent peer 
groups influence adolescent behaviour by establishing norms for their members and 
adolescents use the groups in their peer culture to construct symbolic road maps of 
prototypic peer relationships (Brown, Morey, & Kinney, 1994).     
 
Researchers exploring aspects of peer group structure (Brown et al., 1994; 
Denholm, Horniblow, & Smalley, 1992; Dunphy, 1963, 1969; Youniss, McLellan, & 
Strouse, 1994) have revealed a differentiated peer structure (Brown & Klute, 2006) 
based on reputation.  For example, six core crowds have been identified from 
American adolescent descriptions of their peer world (Brown et al., 1994) which 
Brown and Klute (2006) describe as “conventional peer structure”; that is, groups 
organised into a clear status structure. These include: Populars, who emphasise their 
social skills, involvement, and attractiveness; Jocks, who stress their physical 
activities; Brains, who talk about their grades and intelligence; Normals, who discuss 
being average and lacking deviance; Loners who report feeling alone and unaccepted; 
and Druggies-Toughs who admit to deviant conduct (Brown et al., 1994; Stone & 
Brown, 1998; Youniss et al., 1994). More recent research (Garner, Bootcheck, Lorr, 
& Rauch, 2006) has added to the conceptualisation of the adolescent peer network by 
introducing concepts like contextual “climates” which refer to the atmosphere or 
“feeling tone” of the schools’ culture (or cultures), the pattern of dominance or 
structure and the policies of adult authorities.   
 
Research (Eckert, 1989; Eder, 1985; Eder & Kinney, 1995) suggests group 
affiliation functions to channel adolescents toward or away from relationships with 
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particular peers who do not fit their group identity (Brown et al., 1994). This 
channelling process is of interest because it may contribute to barriers for some 
adolescents in accessing a broad range of interaction opportunities considered 
necessary for healthy development.   
 
The role of peer relationships in the development of behavioural difficulties 
and psychopathology is well documented (Steinberg et al., 2006; Steinberg & Morris, 
2001). For example, Deater-Deckard (2001) reports that peer rejection, bullying and 
victimisation have been linked with externalising (aggression, anti-social behaviour, 
drug use/abuse) and internalising problems (social withdrawal/avoidance, symptoms 
of depression and anxiety, mood disturbance, suicidal ideation). This thesis examines 
whether qualitative differences in adolescent relationships impact on the access 
variability of peer groups, peer group characteristics and mental health.    
 
There is some evidence to suggest variables such as parenting style and 
attachment style may play a precursory role in channelling adolescents toward 
particular peers.  For example, in one study conducted by Durbin, Darling, Steinberg, 
and Brown (1993), it was found that parenting style was associated with the 
adolescents’ orientation toward particular peer groups. They showed that adolescents 
described as “Brains”, Jocks” and “Populars” came from homes with authoritative 
parenting (described as firm, but warm style); adolescents described as “Partiers” 
came from homes with permissive parenting (described as having a low involvement 
style); and adolescents labelled as “Burnouts” came from homes with parents who 
were reported not to be interested in their child’s development. These findings 
indicate that parenting style is an important influence and it forms one of the main 
empirical variables to be examined in this study.   
 
Equally, a key proposition of attachment theory is that early attachment 
relationships influence the individual’s later social information processing ability in 
relationships (Ziv, Oppenheim, & Sagi-Schwartz, 2004) through the development of 
internal working models. Attachment style may also steer the individual towards or 
away from particular types of peer groups. The concept of attachment also provides a 
framework for discussing the emotional basis of individuals’ relations with groups 
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(Cotterell, 1996; Hyson et al., 2006) and their need for security and to belong, operate 
as motivational forces on individual behaviour (Cotterell, 1996). Accordingly, the role 
of attachment and attachment style are examined as a channelling force in adolescent 
peer group culture.   
 
No research has been found that explored links between parenting style and 
attachment style as agents in structuring characteristics of the adolescent peer group 
and indicators of mental health. Given the important role that peer culture plays in 
adolescents’ social and emotional development, it is important to identify variables 
that may contribute to how easy it is to access peer groups. 
 
1.3   Structure of the Thesis 
  
Part two of the thesis examines theoretical perspectives of adolescent development and 
research into adolescent peer groups. Important concepts from this body of literature are 
integrated to form hypotheses about parenting and attachment style as group-structuring 
agents by orienting adolescents toward particular peers. The third part of this thesis 
focuses on the empirical study and includes a description of an adolescent peer network 
from a rural population, and an examination of the relationship between attachment and 
parenting style, and adolescent peer group characteristics. The analyses of these 
relationships and their results are reported for all independent variables and discussed in 
relation to the proposed aims and hypotheses.  The fourth part examines implications of 
the analysis for understanding adolescent peer groups in relation to developmental 
theory and adolescent mental health. 
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PART 2:  LITERATURE REVIEW  
Chapter 1   Framework for Understanding Adolescent Development 
  
This chapter introduces culture and socialization as important elements in shaping 
adolescents by highlighting differences in the types of relationships adolescents 
negotiate and the crucial role the adolescent peer group plays in the adolescents’ 
development. An argument is developed drawing on a body of theoretical works (e.g. 
Cole, John-Steiner, Scribner, & Souberman, 1978; Gordon, 1997; Piaget, 1965; 
Youniss, 1980, 1992; Youniss et al., 1994; Youniss & Smollar, 1985) to demonstrate 
the primacy of the peer social world in the adolescents’ development (Hogg, 2001).   
 
1.1  Introduction - Culture and Socialisation 
 
People develop in social environments by changing their participation in socio-
cultural activities within communities that are also changing (Rogoff, 2003). As 
pointed out by Gordon (1997) “language, emotion, cognition and motor skills would 
not develop without the continuity of culture which is provided by the social group” 
(p. 5). Culture is a complex construct and has been defined in a number of ways 
(Kroeber, Kluckhohn, & Untereiner, 1952). Definitions of culture tend to emphasise 
the symbolic dimension consisting of beliefs and doctrines that help people to 
rationalize and make sense of their lives (e.g. religion, government); or emphasise 
patterns of behaviour (e.g. parenting styles, arranged marriages) that are learned and 
passed on from generation to generation (Shweder et al., 2006). We can consider 
culture as the symbolic and behavioural product of social life and human social 
activity (Wertsch & Tulviste, 2005); and culturally organised social interaction 
patterns influence the development of children (Kessen, 1983; Vygotsky, 1956; 
Vygotsky, 1981b; cited in Kessen, 1983). Cultural experience, socialisation and the 
capacity to take one’s place in groups is essential for mental health, work and 
relationships (Gordon, 1997).   
 
Culture is passed on through the process of socialisation, most specifically 
through childrearing practices (Flanagan, 1999; Maccoby, 1992; Youniss, 1980). 
Socialisation allows the infant to “… depart from an egocentric point of view… to 
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live in co-ordination with others” (Hinde, Perret-Clemonts, & Stevenson-Hinde, 1985, 
p. 270). The group context is the space in which people are socialised, and groups 
influence development. They help people become acceptable members of society, 
behave in an appropriate manner, know the language, possess required skills, and hold 
the existing beliefs and attitudes of the society (Harris, 1995).  
 
For the purposes of this study, the term “culture” refers to the shared system of 
relationships that adolescents have with their parents and peers (Youniss, 1992). 
These relationships develop through interactions with parents and peers over time, 
and continue based on previous interactions (Hartup, 1985). Social interactions can be 
defined as communications with underlying emotional components (Semrud-
Clikeman, 2007) to which adolescents assign meaning (Youniss, 1992). This chapter 
examines aspects of socialisation and culture that apply to adolescent development in 
relationships and peer groups. The examination will disaggregate adolescent 
relationships and peer groups, and consider their relevance to adolescent development 
and health. The concepts of relationship and peer group will be discussed and 
integrated into an argument about the requirements for healthy adolescent 
development.    
 
1.2   Adolescent Development in Relationships and Groups   
 
Development can be defined by following the epigenetic principle which Erikson 
(1959) describes as: “…  anything that grows has a ground plan, and that out of this 
ground plan the parts arise, each part having its time of special ascendency until all 
parts have arisen to form a functioning whole…” (p. 52). In this sense, development is 
a “process by which new forms of organisation emerge from those forms which 
preceded it…” (Brent, 1984,  p. 155). Bowlby (1973) added a dynamic view to human 
development, which Sroufe (2005) explains is evident in his statement that a persons’ 
developmental pathway ‘‘. . . turns at each and every stage of the journey on an 
interaction between the organism as it has developed up to that moment and the 
environment in which it then finds itself’’ (p. 412). Sroufe (2005) adds that Bowlby 
(1973) presumed that both history and present circumstances were important in 
development, but in addition he viewed a persons’ established pattern of adaptation as 
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being transformed by new experiences, while at the same time these new experiences 
are framed and interpreted within, or even in part, created by the person’s history of 
adaptation (Sroufe, 2005) .  
 
A person’s development can be understood as occurring through the 
development of relationships according to Youniss and Smollar (1985), because the 
process of change is social and the person is an individual in relation to other persons. 
Youniss (1980) extended Piaget’s (1965) and Sullivan’s (1953) perspectives to 
explain how children experience life in two general relationships: one relationship 
with parents/adults and the other with peers and friends. These relationships can be 
viewed as having structure and providing continuity from one interaction to the next 
and they are a method for achieving order and stability in relationships (Youniss & 
Smollar, 1985). This is achieved through a process of cognitive structures organising 
relationships into natural categories based on schemas containing scripts that guide 
social interactions and shape expectations. Humans spontaneously classify affiliations 
according to distinct natural categories (Laursen & Hartup, 2002; Sedikides, Olsen & 
Reis, 1993). According to Hartup (1995), four of these relationship categories have 
been identified in adult research by Harrist and Waugh (2002). They explain that 
these include communal-sharing relationships that involve equal distribution and 
shared identity, authority-ranked relationships that are hierarchical and characterised 
by dominance, equality matched relationships that entail an equitable exchange of 
benefits, and market-priced relationships that rely on schemes for weighing the 
subjective utility of resources.    
 
Youniss and Smollar (1985) differentiated between the structures of parental 
and peer relations by describing the parent-child relation as having unilateral 
authority; parents know how they want their child to act and they direct their child to 
learn behaviours that are desirable. Youniss and Smollar added, unilateral authority 
means that the child acknowledges their parents’ authority and takes a position that is 
complementary to it. Within the parent-child dyadic a synchrony emerges which has 
been defined as a mutually responsive and reciprocal orientation between parent and 
child. This includes elements of mutual focus, a balance of give and take, shared 
affect, and behavioral reciprocity (de Wit & van der Veer, 1984; Meeus, 1996). As 
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discussed by de Wit and van der Veer (1984), synchrony is a complex emergent 
process that reflects the degree to which interacting partners adapt to one another's 
behavior in order to maintain a coherent and mutually rewarding interpersonal 
exchange. Interdependency in this relationship is established within a system of 
complementary exchange where children trade conformity for adult approval 
(Corsaro, 1985).   
 
Vygotsky (1986) outlined the important developmental functions of this type 
of relationship in his discussion of Piaget’s use of the “law of awareness”, formulated 
by Claparede. As explained by Vygotsky, the “law of awareness” is a psychological 
law in which awareness of difference precedes awareness of likeness. The law states 
that: “the more smoothly we use a relationship in action, the less conscious we are of 
it; we become aware of what we are doing in proportion to the difficulty we 
experience in adapting to a situation” (p. 88). Vygotsky elaborated that the child quite 
naturally responds in similar ways to objects that are alike with no need to become 
aware of their mode of response. In contrast, dissimilarity creates a state of 
maladaptation in the child leading to a state of awareness. Vygotsky discussed how 
Piaget used this law to explain the development of a child’s thinking between the age 
of seven and twelve years as resulting from their mental operations repeatedly coming 
into conflict with adult thinking. During this process the child is confronted with 
failures or defeats because of deficiencies in logic, and the emotional pain this 
experience creates motivates the child to become aware of concepts. The parent-child 
relationship and the communications in it create the environment in which the child 
becomes aware (Vygotsky, 1986).   
 
In contrast to parent-child relations, the structure of the child-peer relation 
begins in the practice of symmetrical reciprocity between peers (Youniss & Smollar, 
1985), and then evolves into a cooperative exchange of direct reciprocity through 
construction of procedures of discussion, debate, argument, negotiation and 
compromise (Piaget, 1965). Reciprocity is defined as an important source of non-
random social interaction, where co-operators discriminate based on the previous 
behaviours of others. That is, they cooperate with others only provided that they have 
cooperated with them during previous encounters. If individuals commonly employ 
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this type of rule, cooperative interaction among reciprocators persists, while 
interactions of reciprocator with non-co-operators will stop (Boyd & Richerson, 
1991). It is a rule that both sides support each other in a balanced symmetrical manner 
(Feger, 1991). Reciprocity involves negotiating mutual sense and interest, 
communicating with others (both adults and peers), giving opinions, taking into 
account the perspective of others, sharing responsibility, and communicating ideas 
(Smith, 2009). Reciprocity contains degrees of social synchrony. According to 
Youniss and Smollar (1985), once this structure is in place, new developmental 
processes are set in motion. Since friends are equals (that is neither have unilateral 
control of the other), they are motivated to construct procedures that allow them to 
manifest equality. Youniss et al. (1994) explained that because peer relationships are 
marked by symmetrical reciprocity and co-operation of equals, children have to co-
discover interactive procedures through practice, as well as collaboration with peers in 
consensual validation of their interpersonal world (Brown et al., 1994).   
 
Peer and adult cultures offer separate but equally important ways of 
experiencing social life and oneself within a larger cultural context (Youniss et al., 
1994). As identified in Corsaro’s (1985) research, a central theme in children’s peer 
culture and childhood socialisation is the child’s persistent attempts to gain control 
over their lives through the communal production and sharing of social activities with 
peers. Corsaro and Eder (1990) highlighted Youniss (1980) claims that peers may be 
as important as adults for the acquisition of social skills and knowledge; “the 
distinction between these two types of socialization suggests that there may be two 
social worlds of childhood with two separate lines of development stemming from 
distinctive forms of interpersonal interaction” (p. 8). Corsaro (1985) noted that 
according to Youniss (1980), it is the child’s entry into peer relations which gives 
development an innovative edge.   
 
Evidence of the importance of the adolescent peer group in adolescence comes 
from Meeus and Dekovic’s (1995) National Dutch Survey on the influence of parents 
and peers on identity development. They found identity development was most 
influenced by peers with the parents only having an additive positive influence. They 
investigated the separation-individuation process as a continuous or discontinuous 
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process. The continuous approach assumes a connection between the respective 
influences of parents and peers upon adolescents. The discontinuous approach 
assumes there is conflict between the influences of parents and peers. Meeus and 
Dekovic explained this difference using the “situational hypothesis”. The situational 
hypothesis is an outgrowth of De Wit & Van der Veer’s (1984) “conflictual 
hypothesis” which was based on the assumption that the influence of parents and 
peers is by definition conflictual. This position was later modified and replaced by the 
situational hypothesis which proposed that parents and peers, both have a strong 
influence, but in different situations. The influence of peers is stronger in leisure time, 
while the influence of parents is stronger in the area of school and career, and the 
influence of mothers and peers is strongest in the area of relationships. Research (e.g. 
De Goede, Branje, Delsing, & Meeus, 2009; Meeus, 1989) supports this latter 
hypothesis (DeaterǦDeckard & Petrill, 2004).  
   
The peer group is always present in development, emerging in early 
childhood1 as the child separates and individuates from the mother: “the child does 
not separate from the mother into a void, but only does so to enter the peer group” 
(Gordon, 1997, p. 6). Gordon (1997) explains that the child’s initial capacity to 
achieve distance from the mother (i.e., to separate and individuate from her) 
ultimately results in the child’s integration into peer social structures. He noted that 
this is how “autonomy” is consolidated. Gordon pointed out that the term autonomy 
used by Mahler, Pine and Bergman (1975) in describing the process concerned the 
child’s ability to be “autonomous enough” to become a social element in a non-
familial social unit. The child’s entry into the peer group involves its own 
developmental process (Gordon, 1997) in that play with peers seems to begin as an 
extension of exploration and play with inanimate objects (Bowlby, 1979).     
 
Gordon (1997) provides the example of sequences in children’s play from 
parallel to interactional and cooperative play as the expression of the child’s social 
development or the child’s emerging capacity to be part of a social unit. Research on 
the development of peer-peer interchanges supports the progression of the infant in 
becoming a social element. For example, in discussing Mueller and Lucas’ (2001) 
                                                 
1 Erikson (1969) viewed adolescence as the last stage of childhood. 
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research, Cairns (1979) illustrated three primary stages in the development of peer 
interchanges, “(1) simple object contacts [occurring in the first year of life], (2) peer-
orientated [occurring in the second year of life], and (3) complex-sustained 
interchanges [occurring between 18-24 months]” (p. 306).     
 
Interestingly, Corsaro (1985) observed that young children understood that 
their culture was their own, and that it ran parallel to the rules and meaning used 
during interactions with parents and teachers (Youniss et al., 1994). Increasingly it is 
understood that the non-familial social context of child development is as essential for 
healthy development as participating in family life (Corsaro, 1985; Gordon, 1997).    
 
We can consider parents and peers as constituting different but overlapping 
social systems, each legitimate, but with the potential to be integrated with the other 
(Hartup, 1979, 1983; Hartup & Laursen, 1999). Corsaro (1985) observed that the 
adult and child peer group systems were not sealed off from each other, but interacted 
in such a way that the elements from adult culture reappear in child culture. For 
example, he described how when adults placed an emphasis on the size or the age of 
children, this emphasis would emerge as a focus in the children’s relations with their 
peers (Youniss et al., 1994). In this sense, children appropriate or select elements of 
adult culture for their own purposes and needs (Kuczynski, 2003). The procedures 
used in one system can potentially be transferred to the other (Youniss et al., 1994). 
Gordon (1997) explained this phenomenon as peer culture/groups providing a space 
for children to exercise or translate capacities developed with adults into a “functional 
capacity” in the social world of the child.   
 
Likewise, Corsaro (1985) proposed that play is not simply a reproduction of 
the adult world but an attempt by children to more firmly grasp, refine and extend 
features of the adult world in the creation of their own peer world. Corsaro further 
explained his observations as a process of internalisation through appropriation, 
reinvention, and reproduction of adult culture and called the process “interpretive 
reproduction”.  General support has been found for the idea that direct modelling of 
parenting behaviours leads to the transfer of those behaviours from one generation to 
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the next.  Most of this work has been carried out on child maltreatment (Belsky, 
Conger, & Capaldi, 2009). 
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1.3  Sociocultural Perspectives on Development  
 
Corsaro’s (1985) concept of “interpretive reproduction”, defined as the process of 
children internalising through appropriation, reinvention, and reproduction is similar 
to Vygotsky’s (1956) view about development being a form of skill appropriation, in 
his discussion about the social in connection with the psychological, in his general 
genetic law of cultural development. 
 
His law states: “Any function in the child’s cultural development appears 
twice, or on two planes. First it appears on the social plane, and then on the 
psychological plane. First it appears between people as an inter-psychological 
category, and then within the child as an intra-psychological category. This is equally 
true with regard to voluntary attention, logical memory, the formation of concepts, 
and the development of volition.  We may consider this position as a law in the full 
sense of the word, but it goes without saying that internalization transforms the 
process itself and changes its structure and functions [—] social relations or relations 
among people genetically underlie all higher functions and their relationships” 
(Vygotsky, 1981, p. 163). 
 
According to Vygotsky’s general law, psychological functions are carried out 
with the help of external mediators and only subsequently by means of internal 
mediators (van der Veer, 1996). That is, human action typically employs 
“meditational means” such as tools and language and these meditational means shape 
action and development in essential ways (Wertsch, 1997). Vygotsky (1986) 
suggested that one of the basic laws governing psychological development is that 
consciousness and control appear in a later stage in the development of a function, 
after it has been used and practised unconsciously and spontaneously. That is, in order 
to subject a function to intellectual and volitional control, a person must first be in 
possession of it. An illustrative example is provided by Dodge (2002) when he 
explains that the parenting experience exerts its effect on child behaviour through the 
mechanism of acquired patterns of processing the social world. Through the process 
and function of socialisation, experiences are stored in memory as knowledge 
structures (in the form of beliefs which serve as a proximal guide for the processing of 
P a g e  | 25 
 
 
social cues online (Dodge, 2002). The processing actions, in turn, directly result in 
social behaviour.   
 
Vygotsky’s (1956) general genetic law of cultural development is used in this 
study as a means of explaining the process of adolescents “acting out” cultural 
experience2, which is hypothesised to originate in the parent-child relationship and 
lead to structural differentiation within the adolescent peer group environment. For 
example, if the adolescent is exposed to a particular parenting style, this exposure 
contributes to the development of the social context (that is the structuring of relations 
between peers) and subsequently influences the structuring of the peer group 
environment. As mentioned above, Durbin et al. (1993) found that parenting style 
related to the adolescents’ peer group orientations. Adolescents described as “Brains”, 
Jocks” and “Populars” came from homes with authoritative parenting (a firm but 
warm style); adolescents described as “Partiers” came from homes with permissive 
parenting (a low involvement style); and adolescents labelled as “Burnouts” came 
from homes with parents who were reported not to be interested in the adolescents’ 
development.  This finding is further supported by the evidence demonstrating the 
transmission of parenting style across generations (Belsky et al., 2009).   
 
The dynamics of this process can be thought of in a similar way to the 
argument of Vygotsky’s et al. (1978) that when children learn to use the tools of 
thinking provided by culture, they do so through their interactions with more skilled 
partners in the zone of proximal development (Rogoff, 2003).   
 
Vygotsky defined the zone of proximal development as the,  
  
“… distance between the actual developmental level as determined by independent 
problem solving and the level of potential development as determined through 
problems solving under adult guidance or in collaboration with more capable peers” 
(p. 86).   
                                                 
2 Lock (1995) explains that original concept of “acting out” was developed by Freud (1914) in his paper: Remembering, 
Repeating, and Working Through, and was applied to adult neurotics who resisted remembering traumatic events by repeating 
these events unwittingly or in disguised forms of action.  Later, Blos (1963) suggested that “acting out” could be stimulated or 
precipitated by maturational events like those that occur at puberty or in adolescence.  He said that acting out would be a 
predictable and possibly necessary part of adolescent maturational processes.     
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Process in the zone of proximal development has been documented in the 
analysis of verbal exchanges between mother and child (Hartup, 1995; Wertsch, 1980, 
1997). Hartup (1995) explains the process beginning with the child and mother 
participating in a task in which the basic learning context is the dialogue, which may 
have nonverbal components as well as verbal components. In this context, children 
and their mothers influence one another while making mutual adjustments in their 
actions until the task is completed. Hartup elaborates that when faced with a problem, 
the task begins with the mother, the more skilled partner, serving as the main 
regulating agent and the child participating on the periphery. The mother and child 
begin to connect in their utterances about the task but the child’s responses are 
sometimes inappropriate and their interpretations incomplete and the mother has to do 
more than the child but not so much more that the child is left out. Gradually “self- 
regulation” emerges in the child and eventually the child no longer requires the 
mother’s support at all.  
 
As explained by Rogoff (2003) the zone of proximal development transforms 
participation as the learner gains competence and augmented ability to take greater 
responsibility over the more cognitively demanding parts of activity   (Monzo & 
Rueda, 2001). The use of the zone of proximal development as an explanatory tool in 
discussing process and difference in “culture appropriation” can be illustrated using 
Wertsch and Tulviste (2005) example (quoting Vygotsky) about the implications of 
the zone of proximal development for the assessment of intelligence: 
 
“Imagine that we have examined two children and have determined that the mental 
age of both is seven years. This means that both children solve tasks accessible to 
seven year olds. However when we attempt to push these children further in carrying 
out the test there turns out to be an essential difference between them. With the help 
of leading questions, examples, and demonstrations, one of them easily solves test 
items taken from two years above the child’s level of [actual] development. The other 
solves test items that are only a half-year above his or her level of [actual] 
development (Vygotsky, 1956 pp. 446-447- words inserted in original)”. 
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As put by Cheyne and Tarulli (2005), the zone of proximal development is a 
region of growth for the child to incorporate the knowledge structure of her culture so 
that the child can occupy the same “epistemological spaces as her compatriots”. In 
this way the zone of proximal development can be drawn upon to explain differences 
between adolescents in social development and provide an opportunity to theorise 
about the cultural properties of parenting and attachment style with respect to 
adolescent development, and their relationship to the quality and structure of 
adolescent peer groups. This includes their properties as orientating forces or potential 
barriers in accessing healthy, peer group experiences.   
 
Although Vygotsky’s theory focused on vertical adult-child relationships, it 
can be applied to horizontal child-peer interactions, which play an increasingly 
important role in social and cognitive adjustment (Hinde et al., 1985). As Youniss 
(1992) stated, language routines in numerous cultures embed children in a culture and 
provide means for participating further in that culture with other persons. Dependent 
on the quality of the peer group culture, adolescent development can be impaired as a 
consequence of poor relationship dynamics, or by adolescents being denied access to 
a peer group or range of peer groups; or alternatively, cast into specific roles within a 
group/s to which they are driven to identify, limiting identity development, even 
creating mental health problems (Gordon, 1997; Newman & Newman, 2001). 
Another example would be that of an adolescent who struggles to read social cues due 
to poor parental guidance, leading to impoverished peer relations, and as a 
consequence is cast into the role of group scapegoat; the adolescent has membership 
in a group but at the cost of being humiliated by other group members (Gordon, 
1997). Group members regard or respond to the individual in a particular way leading 
to the individual becoming or acting in the way the group has ascribed to them – a 
type of self-fulfilling prophecy, likely to impact on self-esteem and access to a variety 
of relational experiences in the group (Jackson, 1995).  
 
Evidence to support this view comes from a study conducted by Allan, Porter, 
and McFarland (2006) and designed to examine adolescent ability in maintaining and 
successfully advocating for their point of view in dyadic discussion with close friends; 
a skill considered by some researchers (Allan, Hauser, Eickholt, Bell, & O'Connor, 
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1994) to be a critical social development task in adolescence. They found that 
adolescents’ susceptibility to peer influence was predictive not only of future 
responses to negative peer pressure, but to broad markers of problems in psychosocial 
functioning, like declining popularity and increasing depressive symptoms over time, 
as well as deviant behavior and substance abuse. These finding were observed while 
the researchers were employing a newly developed laboratory-based behavioural 
approach assessing susceptibility to peer influence from outcomes as assessed by 
mothers, peers, and the adolescents themselves. The relations these researchers 
observed were obtained across methods and raters. Their assessment of susceptibility 
to peer influence was constructed in such a way that although high scores indicated 
high susceptibility to peer influence, low scores reflected high levels of influence 
exerted upon ones’ close friend. They explained that this means adolescents that are 
more successful in asserting their influence with their close friends (adolescents 
considered leaders in the interactions) displayed lower levels of problematic behavior 
and adaptation difficulties. The authors concluded overall that the findings suggest 
establishing autonomy with peers is similar to the task of establishing autonomy with 
parents and may be a primary task of adolescent social development.  
 
In another study, Leets and Sunwolf (2005) identified and described 
adolescents’ exclusion rules and how these rules relate to the adolescents’ real world 
exclusionary behaviour. Adolescents were asked to provide an account and rationale 
for excluding a peer who wanted to join their group; and general rules for when 
exclusion was fair. A content analysis of these narratives suggested several rejection 
rules somewhat consistent with the adolescents’ reported acts of social exclusion. 
Characteristics of these rules related to peer qualities and group characteristics like 
unattractiveness, punishment, dangerousness, group loyalty and benevolent 
protection. The data demonstrated that adolescent peer groups provide fertile soil for 
cultivating and performing acts of moral exclusion.  
 
These studies point to converging theoretical perspectives that suggest sources 
from which self-esteem can be derived might have different effects on the nature and 
quality of an individuals’ sense of personal value. Self-esteem that is derived from 
conditionally accepting relationships, living up to external standards of value, or 
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failures to fully integrate one’s life experiences with internal representations of 
oneself, produce a fragile and insecure sense of self-worth that leads to behaviours 
like constant monitoring and vigilance (Schimel, Pyszcznski, Arndt & Greenberg, 
2001). In contrast, as explained by Schimel et al. (2001) self-esteem, that is based on 
stable sources of interpersonal interaction, such as unconditional relationships which 
allow autonomy striving by supportive others, and validation of what a person 
considers to be intrinsic self-attributes, are likely to  produce a more stable and secure 
sense of self-worth. It is in this way that the peer group affords certain developmental 
experiences that are likely to shape self-esteem and identity by opening up 
opportunities to the adolescent to relate and think about themselves. Conversely, they 
can simultaneously close off access to these experiences (Jackson, 1995).     
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1.4   Conclusion  
 
This chapter has introduced the structure of relationships in adolescent life and has 
highlighted the important contribution of both adult and peer relationships in the 
adolescent development process. Adult relationships provide a unilateral relationship 
dynamic that assists in facilitating self-awareness and moral development in the 
adolescent, while peer-peer relationships provide an environment that allows the co-
construction of reality, the reworking of adult themes and practice in relating as 
equals. As such, peer-peer relationships seem to provide adolescents with a 
developmental edge. It has been argued that cultural transfer may be a process 
operating as part of the developmental course, and as such could be implicated in the 
structuring of aspects of adolescents peer groups, a consequence of Vygotsky’s 
“general genetic law of cultural development.” Chapter 2 will examine adolescent 
social development further with discussion addressing the structure and function of 
the adolescent peer group, and attachment and parenting styles.  
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Chapter 2 Adolescent Development and the Peer Group 
 
This chapter presents a brief history of the period of adolescence and the 
developmental tasks adolescents are expected to achieve. Developmental phases, 
adolescent autonomy, and identity development are reviewed. Development within 
the peer group and emerging psychopathology is discussed in relation to the structure 
and functions of the adolescent peer group. 
 
 
2.1   Introduction - Theories of Adolescent Development 
 
Historically, adolescence has been likened to a period of turmoil, or “storm and 
stress” (Hall, 1904; Micucci, 2007; Smith, Cowie, & Blades, 2003).  In Adolescence, 
its Psychology and its Relations to Physiology, Anthropology, Sociology, Sex, Crime, 
Religion and Education, Hall (1904) provided the first theory on the subject of 
adolescence (Flitner, 1966). He viewed adolescence as “… a new birth for the higher 
and more completely human traits… development is less gradual and more salutatory, 
suggestive of some ancient period of storm and stress when old moorings were broken 
and a higher level attained…(p. xiii). Hall’s view was informed by his vocation in 
physiology. He created an inventory based on a broad field of investigation of 
adolescent problems, interests and difficulties and interpreted these as symptoms 
resulting from the physical changes in the adolescent’s body – for example, “… a 
sudden growth of organs and limbs unavoidably causes a stage of restlessness of the 
body and with it of the psychological life” (p. 226). Hall’s view established the first 
phase in the scientific study of adolescence as a biologically based, deficit view of the 
adolescent period, which others emulated. For example, Anna Freud (1969) saw 
adolescence as a biologically based, universal developmental disturbance (cited in 
Lerner & Steinberg, 2006).  Psychoanalytic theorists like Anna Freud viewed 
hormonal changes in adolescence as giving rise to Oedipal urges that manifested 
anxiety and impulse control problems and rebelliousness, which lead to growing 
distance from the family (Laursen & Collins, 2009). The physiological view was 
developed by other psychoanalytic theorists, like La Gaipa and Wood (1981) who 
proposed adolescence as the second individuation process (the first being the child’s 
separation from mother) and outlined that adolescence served to further develop a 
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separate sense of self (Blos, 1967). These theoretical developments were added to by 
cognitive developmental theorists like Piaget and Vygotsky who used a constructivist 
approach to development, and focused on qualitative changes in thinking; and Erikson 
(1968) who discussed social emotional development and placed a greater emphasis on 
autonomy striving and ego identity development (Laursen & Collins, 2009) .   
 
Puberty is still viewed as the hallmark of adolescence but as explained by La 
Gaipia and Wood (1981) this period is now considered “… a psychosocial 
phenomenon in both an individual and a societal response to puberty” (p. 170) and is 
considered the period of life in which adolescents are required to solve problems 
related to ego identity and autonomy – that is, adolescence has become characterized 
as the time when individuals begin to explore and examine psychological 
characteristics of the self in order to discover who they are (Erikson, 1968; Steinberg 
& Morris, 2001). This chapter reviews the developmental literature as it relates to 
adolescents’ social development and discusses the importance of adolescent peer 
group in development.   
 
2.2 Developmental Phases of Adolescence 
 
According to Erikson (1968), when a child reaches youth (marked by the 
commencement of puberty) all the sameness and continuities that had been relied on 
in childhood are questioned because they are thrust into a “physiological revolution”.  
In conjunction with the development of sexual characteristics, a number of changes 
are occurring in the brain at puberty. There is an overproduction of grey matter 
followed by the reduction and pruning of those neural connections that are not used. 
There is also a change in white matter of the brain with enhanced myelation (Kuhn, 
2009).  As stated by Kuhn (2009), this brain development suggests the importance of 
sufficient amounts and kinds of experiences being needed for anticipated neurological 
development to occur, and that these developments in turn create potentialities for 
new kinds of experience that can occur in the peer group (Kuhn, 2009).   
 
The young adolescent is faced with adjusting to pubertal changes, learning to 
use new cognitive capacities, and finding a place among peers. With the onset of 
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adolescence, youth are primarily concerned with how they appear in the eyes of others 
compared to how they feel about themselves (Erik Homburger Erikson, 1968). 
Characteristic features of this phase involve the adolescent becoming attentive to their 
physical appearance and being concerned about their body developing normally 
(Micucci, 2007).  Piaget (1972) and other cognitive theorists (Elkind, 1974) have 
discussed the predominance of egocentric thought during this phase, which 
predominates prior to formal operations taking hold. This level of cognitive 
development leads to some particular views and behaviours including self-
consciousness, the imaginary audience, the personal fable and feelings of 
invulnerability, which can lead to risk-taking behavior. For example, the adolescent 
may be aware a particular behavior is not safe, but will reason that the consequences 
from the behaviour will not be relevant to them (Micucci, 2007). The personal fable 
involves self-dramatization and emerging beliefs the young person is unique and that 
no one, particularly adults, can understand them. This development triggers 
movement away from adults, and more reliance being placed on peers to assume the 
role of confidant (Elkind, 1974). Elkind (1974) explained that by sharing experiences 
with peers, adolescents are able to learn that their thoughts and feelings are shared by 
other people. This realization helps young people to feel less unique or less 
‘abnormal’ and more like others.    
 
Lewin (2005) captures the essential nature of the non-familial social context in 
his description of what his friends provided him: “… my friends and I had many of 
the same dreams and ambitions, and we often admired the same heroes, even though 
these parts of my life were not always well received or respected by members of my 
family or my teachers. Because of this, I was close to people my own age in a way 
that I wasn’t close to my family. My friends understood what it meant to grow your 
hair long, dream about being an astronaut… “(p. 1). Lewin elaborates that it is in this 
way that peer groups create distinct learning opportunities through building an 
atmosphere of trust where individuals can disclose vulnerabilities where they might 
otherwise receive criticism or rejection.  
The egocentric thinking of early adolescence diminishes by about 15 to 16 
years of age and a number of important capabilities become available (Coleman, 
2011; Elkind, 1974). As explained by Coleman (2011) this phase involves formal, 
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logical operations expanding in complexity with refinements in abstract thinking. The 
adolescent develops ability to raise alternative hypotheses and test them out against 
facts; they develop understanding of principles behind problem solving, and can resist 
persuasion, or arguments that offer alternative explanations. This is achieved by 
comparing experiences with others and debating ideas or opinions. Adolescents also 
develop metacognition, the ability to think about the process of thinking (Coleman, 
2011). Importantly, as pointed out by Coleman (2011), the quality of what the young 
person learns during this phase is a function of what they have been exposed to. It is 
suggested that the equal status characteristics of peers is likely to facilitate 
opportunities for independent and abstract thinking in contrast to the unilateral 
dynamics provided in relationships with parents (Coleman, 2011; Fuligni & Eccles, 
1993; Hill, Bromell, Tyson & Flint, 2007).    
During the middle to late phase of adolescence, the adolescent is faced with 
the major developmental issues of handling sexuality, balancing autonomy and 
accountability, developing new relationships with peers, consolidating an identity, 
experiencing new levels of intimacy and leaving home (Micucci, 2007). Micucci 
(2007) points out the typical adolescent behaviours emerging during this phase 
include a greater awareness of the needs of others and willingness to compromise in 
making decisions about being right and wrong. There is increased attention toward 
defining personal identity with exploration and experimentation in a variety of areas. 
There is greater interest in planning for the future and exploring different options, as 
well as increased capacity for intimacy, with observable romances being initiated and 
broken up. Adolescents are placing less emphasis on tangible rewards and are more 
interested in gaining approval from significant others. During this phase, adolescents 
demonstrate increased curiosity about sex and there is a shifting in peer associations 
with general differentiation from the peer group (Micucci, 2007). Dunphy (1963) and 
Brown et al. (1994) point out that this differentiation is the result of adolescents 
moving more toward dating couples. As adolescents get older, cliques diminish and 
romantic relationships become more dominant (Horn, 2003, 2006; Ruben, Bukowski 
& Laursen, 2009). There is greater tolerance of differences and diversity among 
people, and an increased emphasis on being independent and free (Micucci, 2007). As 
explained by Micucci (2007) arguments with parents become less frequent, and 
struggles over rules and freedom diminish. The adolescent is now at an age where 
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parents show them respect for their choices and their individuality as the adolescent 
gets ready to leave home (Micucci, 2007). 
2.3 Development of Autonomy and Identity   
 
The establishment of autonomy during adolescence is typically viewed as the capacity 
for independent thought, feeling and action (Connolly & Goldberg, 1999). Initially it 
was defined with reference to adolescents’ desire to achieve independence from 
parental influence (Blos, 1979), but more recently, researchers have focused on the 
capacity for self-determination and the expression of developmentally appropriate 
self-reliance. Autonomy arises from the processes of exploration and individuation 
and autonomy can be construed as the “self-as-separate-from-others”, or the capacity 
of the self to act in accordance with personally defined choices and values 
(Oosterwegel, 1994). 
 
In line with Vygotskian theory, the adolescents’ transition experience from 
parental regulation to self-regulation is gradual, and optimally involves an intervening 
period of co-regulation in which the parent and the adolescent jointly participate in 
regulatory activities (Maccoby, 1984; Deater-Dechard & Petrill, 2004; Collins, 2005). 
This occurs in parallel with adolescents being predisposed to master and control their 
environment, and it is their drive for competency that represents the essence of ego 
development (J. E. Côté & Levine, 2002).   
 
The term “ego” in Erikson’s theory, according to J. E. Côté and Levine 
(2002), represents the more active, but largely unconscious parts of the personality 
which performs synthetic and executive functions. They explain that the synthetic 
functions work to actively define situations and develop constructions of reality, while 
the executive functions of the personality produce deliberate presentations of self and 
manage impressions of self. The ego is defined as the linguistic “I”, which exists, acts, 
and experiences (Isham 1956). In Erikson’s scheme (as with Freud), the ego is created 
by tension between id impulses and obstacles in the environment (J. E. Côté & 
Levine, 2002; Isham 1956). 
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The construction of identity has been characterised as constituting certain 
elements. It includes a sense of continuity across time and situation, a sense of 
distinctiveness by establishing and maintaining differentiation from others 
(autonomy—individuation and separation), while at the same time maintaining or 
enhancing feelings of closeness with others, or acceptance by others (belonging)—
whether in dyadic relationships or in groups. In building an identity, people try to 
maintain a positive conception of the self (self-esteem), to enhance feelings of 
competence and control (a sense of efficacy) and try to find significance or purpose in 
their own existence, which provides them with a sense of meaning. The extent and 
success of identity building is contingent upon personality characteristics such as 
flexibility and self-esteem, a tendency to monitor one’s behaviour, openness to 
experience and a degree of cognitive competence (Vigoles, Colledge, Regalia, Manzi, 
& Scabini, 2007). For adolescents, the construction of identity is threatened by the 
negative stage of identity, or identity confusion (Moshman, 1999a). According to 
Erikson’s theory, as adolescents work through this stage, they will only enhance their 
self-esteem by their own action in the culture of a peer group that is positive, 
meaningful, and continuous (Rachman, 1995). It is through this process that 
individuals come to experience a sense of “sameness over time” and “difference from 
others” which is Erikson’s concept of identity (Cote, 2006).   
 
Erikson (1956) included an extra-psychic dimension to identity in the form of 
those reciprocating responses (such as recognition, expectations and similarity 
feedback) from the surrounding society (the social plane in Vygotskian theory) to the 
individual. Erikson believed this dimension contributed importantly to self-definition 
and hence to the process of identity (Abend, 1974). Lewin (2005) alluded to this 
extra-psychic dimension in his description of what his friends provided him. During 
the transition into adolescence, peer relationships provide opportunity for belonging, 
self-identification and affirmation of identity, and interpersonal relatedness. 
Observing the self in contexts outside the family is likely to facilitate the development 
of a generalised sense of self and identity (Hill, Bromell, Tyson & Flint 2007; Hamm 
& Faircloth, 2005; Kuperminc, Blatt, Shahar Henrick & Leadbetter, 2004,). Social 
comparisons become more prevalent as adolescents become more attuned to their 
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identity relative to their peers and look for aspects of themselves in their peers 
(Gordon, 2012).  
 
This process has its beginnings in infancy according to Meltzoff (2007), and 
evolves as individuals represent the acts of others and their own acts in commensurate 
terms. As explained by Meltzoff (2007), infants can recognise cross-modal 
equivalences between acts they see others perform and their own felt bodily 
movements. This recognition of self-other equivalences in action gives rise to 
interpreting others as having similar psychological states such as perceptions and 
emotions. According to Meltzoff (2007) the “like me” nature of the other is the 
starting point for social cognition and not its culmination. In fact, some researchers 
have argued that research on the basic ecological processes that link social forms is 
required because social systems create contexts in which homophilous relationships 
evolve. Recognition and similarity feedback may relate to the tendency for 
adolescents to prefer to form ties with those who are similar in socially significant 
ways (McPherson, Smith-Lovin, & Cook, 2001), that is, homophily may be a 
structural signature for group or collective identity (Ackland & O'Neil, 2011).       
 
As the adolescent moves through their psychosocial development, their ego is 
continually synthesizing experience and then executing the required behaviour to 
meet the demands of the experience. The ego structure can be conceived of as 
embedded in the intra-personal plane, and the experience can be considered a zone of 
proximal development. As the ego matures in its synthesis and execution, the 
competence gained from its activity facilitates the ego to a more advanced level of 
mastery and control (J. E. Côté & Levine, 2002). According to J. E. Côté and Levine 
(2002) the ego in Erikson’s system is connected to the social world by two 
substructures the “I” and the “self”. The “I” represents conscious experience, and acts 
like a periscope for the unconscious ego by providing information about the social 
and physical environment. They explain that the “self” comprises a number of 
specific selves, each of which corresponds to social roles played by the individual. 
They point out that the development of the self occurs through learning and repeated 
experience across similar circumstances, which can be conceived of as the 
interpersonal plane of the zone of proximal development. These structures work 
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together through the process of the “I” sending information to the ego, which then 
defines the situation and activates an appropriate role-specific self to respond to the 
situation and produce what it believes to be the appropriate impressions on the 
interpersonal or social plane (Côté & Levine, 2002).  
 
This process hypothetically builds the multi-dimensional and dynamic self-
system, with both the product of self-conception, as well as the active process of 
perception and organization of information about the self. The self-system refers to 
the individual combination or organization of the different self-concepts a person can 
have—for instance, the actual or real self-concept, the ideal self-concept, the private 
and the social self-concept (Bosma, 1994; Sedikides & Brewer, 2001; Oosterwegel, 
1990; 1992). Various models are proposed in the literature that conceptualise the self 
as comprising three distinct parts. For example according to the tripartite model of 
self, the self is comprised of three fundamental levels of self-representation: the 
individual, the relational and the collective self (Brewer & Gardner, 1996; Tanti, 
Stukas, Halloran, & Foddy, 2008). Hence, people’s self-concept reflects their unique 
traits, dyadic relationships and group membership (De Saussure, 1939; Tanti et al., 
2008).        
 
According to Erikson (1968) identity begins where the usefulness of 
identifications ends. The process of identification is theorized to be the way the 
personality comes to be formed (Sanford, 1955) transformed (Meissner, 1972) and 
finally maintained (Olds, 2004). Erikson believed the process took place in the form 
of ego identity, and like Freud, conceived of the ego as a synthesis of identifications 
(Halperin & Shakow, 1989). Identification is viewed as the earliest type of object 
relation or form of attachment with an object (Freud, 1921; Gordon, 2012; Isham 
1956) involving the modification of the self to resemble the other (Olds, 2004). 
According to De Saussure (1939) identification is produced by admiration, affection, 
and imitation, and in order for identification to occur, a relation of confidence and 
trust to the identified object must exist—therefore some form of trust must be a 
precondition for identification (Meissner, 1972).3   
 
                                                 
3 In psychoanalytic thinking identification is considered one of a triad of internalizing processes.  The other two being 
incorporation and introjection (Meissner, 1972). 
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Gordon (1997) discusses the importance of identification in adolescent peer 
groups.  He points out a number of identification processes that occur in the peer 
group:  simple identification can be achieved by merely seeing the self as the same as 
the other (social identification) and he explains that this type of identification is based 
on common characteristics (similarity). Another identification process occurs in 
groups when the person sees an aspect of someone that they aspire to model; that is a 
particular characteristic that has psychological significance for the person. According 
to Gordon, when people identify with each other, they have a sense of oneness, and 
this facilitates common attitudes and values leading to common action. In Erikson’s 
(1968) view, identity results from the absorption of identification into a new 
configuration and the process of identity formation being an evolving configuration 
that is gradually established by successive ego syntheses and resyntheses throughout 
childhood (Blatt, 1996). Erikson stated:  “…it [identity] is a configuration gradually 
integrating constitutional givens, idiosyncratic libidinal needs, favoured capacities, 
significant identifications, effective defences, successful sublimation, and consistent 
roles” (p. 163). Marcia (1966) built on Erikson’s conception of identity development 
by explaining the need for exploration prior to identity being established, and in doing 
so created a clear and testable theory (Moshman, 1999).   
 
Moshman (1999) discusses how Marcia (1966) refined and extended Erikson’s 
model with a focus on adolescence, and the notion of identity crisis. According to 
Moshman (1999), Marcia (1966) posited that adolescence did not consist of identity 
resolution or identity confusion, but the degree to which the adolescent had explored 
and committed to an identity in a variety of domains - for example a vocation, 
religion, relational choices, and gender roles. His theory of identity achievement 
argued that two distinct parts form the adolescent’s identity – that is the crisis, where 
the adolescents’ values and choices are being re-evaluated, followed by commitment. 
He defined a crisis as a time of upheaval where old values or choices are being re-
examined with the outcome of the crisis leading to a commitment made to a certain 
role or a certain value (Moshman, 1999).  
 
Marcia (1966) developed a semi-structured interview for his identity research 
and proposed different status for psychological identity development. These include: 
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1) identity diffusion: the status in which the adolescent does not have a sense of 
having choices, and they haven’t made, or attempted, nor are they willing to make a 
commitment. 2) Identity foreclosure: in this status the adolescent seems willing to 
commit to some relevant roles, values, or goals for the future. The adolescent in this 
stage has not experienced an identity crisis, but has conformed to the expectations of 
others regarding their future. For example, they might allow a parent to determine 
their career direction. As such, these individuals have not explored a range of options. 
3) Identity moratorium: in this status the adolescent is currently in a crisis, and is 
exploring various commitments. The adolescent is ready to make choices, but has not 
made a commitment to these choices yet. 4) Identity achievement: in this status the 
adolescent has gone through the identity crisis and has made a commitment to a 
certain role or value (sense of identity) that they have chosen (Moshman, 1999).  
 
Moshman (1999) explains that central to Marcia’s approach is the concept of 
identity having a strong, self-conscious, and self-chosen commitment in matters of 
vocation, sexuality, religion and political ideology. Marcia suggested that individuals 
entering adolescence typically fall in one of two categories. The identity-diffused 
individual has no strong commitments and is not seeking any. Such individuals are 
satisfied to live day by day and simply see where life takes them. The identity-
foreclosed individual, by contrast, does have clear commitments. Those commitments 
have been internalised from parents and/or other agents of culture; they are not self-
chosen in that no alternatives have been seriously considered.   
 
Moshman (1999) produced two figures to explain the process. Figure 1 shows 
the possible developmental paths connecting Marcia’s four identity status. He notes 
that one cannot be identity achieved without going through moratorium, and once an 
adolescent has been in moratorium they cannot return to foreclosure. He explains the 
difference between foreclosure and identity achievement is not in the content of one’s 
commitments – the specific ideas, goals and values to which one is committed; but 
rather, whether those commitments are the outcome of an identity crisis, in the course 
of which various possibilities have been seriously considered. Figure 2 shows how 
one determines an individual identity status. Moshman (1999) emphasises that unlike 
figure 1, the arrows do not represent developmental pathways, but rather aspects of a 
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decision procedure. Two of the identity statuses involve commitment, the other two 
do not. In each case, distinguishing the two statuses involve inquiry into the active 
search for commitment. 
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Figure 1 Developmental Pathways in Identity Formation 
Note:  Reproduced from Moshman (1999) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
Figure 2 Determination of Identity Status 
Note:  Reproduced from Moshman (1999) 
Identity Achieved 
Moratorium 
Identity Diffused Foreclosed 
Is there commitment with respect to core 
areas of identity? 
Is commitment derived from 
earlier period of questioning and 
active research? 
Is there active searching for 
such a commitment? 
Yes 
Yes Yes 
No 
No No 
Identity 
Achieved 
Foreclosure Moratorium Identity 
Achieved 
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Breakwell (1986) explained the malleability of identity and the processes 
people use to cope when identity is threatened, involve assimilation and 
accommodation. Assimilation refers to the absorption of new information into the 
identity structure, and accommodation refers to the adjustment that occurs in the 
existing structure to locate the new information (Bosma, 1994). The establishment of 
identity without exploration (i.e., foreclosure) has been associated with lower levels of 
mental health and more fragile self-concepts (Hill, Bromell, Tyson, & Flint, 2007). 
Identity formation has been linked to psychological adjustment both theoretically 
(Erikson 1950, 1968) and empirically (Berman & Weems, 2011).              
 
Lewin (2005) highlighted the important contribution of peers to identity 
development and socialisation that cannot be duplicated by parents or other 
socialisation agents.  He points out that peers have the capacity to affect development 
in several important ways.  Firstly, they are instrumental in the development and 
socialisation of social competence through the process of experimentation with 
aggression, assertiveness, sex roles and conflict management. Secondly, they actively 
participate in discussion about feelings, assist in the expansion of thought processes 
and knowledge, and provide opportunity to experiment with language, social 
behaviours (prosocial and aggressive behaviours) and social roles. In fact Erikson 
believed that the group identity versus alienation stage of development involved the 
question: Who am I with? This stage represents the conflict between conformity and 
standing alone, that is “I belong” and is a central task of adolescence. Healthy 
development is the balance between autonomy and interdependence (not alienation).  
 
According to Gordon (1997), in order for peer relations and peer environments 
(as observed in clinical groups) to be maintained, peer experiences need to be 
pleasurable. Gordon postulated from his clinical observations that emotional 
attachments can be fostered by communication around pleasurable exchanges of 
difference, which have significance for group participants and lead to a sense of 
reward. Emotional bonds form “in the free flow of pleasant banter and enjoyable 
repartee in the group or ‘hanging out’ and it binds those who communicate” (p. 11). 
In this way peers (as well as parents) can be seen as identity agents (Schachter & 
Ventura, 2008). 
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2.4 Adolescent Development in the Peer Group 
 
Perhaps the greatest change for the young person during adolescence occurs in the 
young persons’ social environment, evident in the new importance placed on the peer 
group. Researchers who have studied the development of conformity and closeness to 
peers, and conflict with parents over the course of adolescence have consistently 
found that adolescents’ increasingly say that their friends are more important to them 
and more intimate than their parents (Berndt, 1979; Clarke-Stewart, 1988; Furman 
and Buhrmester, 1992).  Consequently, adolescents spend an increasing amount of 
time with peers and less time with their parents, with increased bickering and 
squabbling between parents and adolescents (Coleman, 2011; Larson & Richards, 
1991; Steinberg & Morris, 2001; Tarrant, 2002). As put by Muccici (2007), 
acceptance by the peer group almost becomes a matter of “psychological survival” for 
a young adolescent as they become concerned with belonging and group affiliation 
(Tanti et al., 2008).     
 
Around the age of twelve years the structure of relations with parents starts to 
show signs of change with adolescent perceptions shifting to view obedience as 
“voluntary” or of “free will”, and descriptions of parents being less than “all-
knowing” and “all-powerful” figures (Youniss & Smollar, 1985). Young adolescents 
become increasingly argumentative and intensively involved in the peer group with a 
focus on increased conformity to peers and increased need for acceptance (Muccici, 
2007).  There is a growing realization that parents lack knowledge in certain domains 
and there are occasions when parents lack certain abilities or resources as well 
(Youniss, 1986).  This awareness of parental fallibility triggers a de-idealization 
process within the adolescent (Laursen & Collins, 2009) and although relationships 
with parents are maintained, the adolescent inevitably enters the sphere of peer 
interactions with the focus on reciprocity (Youniss & Smollar, 1985).  Piaget (1932) 
explained these reciprocal peer interactions “… as friends co-constructing reality 
together and in the process learning interdependence and mutual respect” (as cited in 
Youniss & Smollar, 1985, p. 4).  The type of interpersonal competencies that are 
important in adolescent friendship relations have been identified by Buhrmester 
(1990) and include initiating conversations and relationships outside the classroom 
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context, appropriately disclosing personal information, honestly expressing opinion 
and tactfully providing emotional support to friends. In his study, these competencies 
were also positively related to the adolescents’ self-esteem and friendship intimacy 
(Deković & Meeus, 1997).    
 
Again, much of this developmental work occurs at a higher rate among similar 
individuals than among individuals who are not similar, and this phenomenon is also 
apparent in adolescent cliques (Prinstein & Dodge, 2008). Explanations of homophily 
have centred around selection effects where adolescents tend to affiliate with peers 
who exhibit similar attitudes or behaviours as themselves; and socialization effects, 
where by virtue of associating with peers their dissimilarities will grow into 
similarities over time through peer influence (Prinstein & Dodge, 2008). When 
Urberg, Degirmencioglu, and Tolson (1998) examined friendship selection and 
termination on a wide variety of variables, they found friendship selection, that is 
friendship based on exhibiting similar attitudes and behaviours from the outset, plays 
a stronger role in similarity than influence—becoming similar over time.  
 
Numerous prominent writers (e.g. George H. Mead, Sigmund Freud, Erik 
Erikson and Jean Piaget) have argued social groups have a significant impact on the 
individual’s development (Ladd, 1999) and serve important developmental functions 
(Gordon, 1997). For the adolescent they provide a secure context in which they can 
begin to experiment with adult independence, and peer groups serve as a transitional 
space for the process of individuation from the family of origin to be negotiated 
(Miccuci, 2005). Through companionship with peers, adolescents can access 
identification processes of modelling, mirroring, helping, and testing things out 
(Douvan and Adelson, 1966). They can learn the skills required for adult friendship 
and intimacy (Coleman, 2011; Dunphy, 1963; Gordon, 1997). In this regard the peer 
group provides the adolescent with a temporary reference point for the emerging 
sense of identity; and it is through identification with peers that adolescents begin the 
process of defining who they are and how they are different from parents (Gordon, 
1997). As stated by Gordon, the peer group provides the adolescent with recognition 
and the experience of being like others which is essential to an adequate identity.   
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Likewise, La Gaipa (1979) discusses the important function of the peer group 
in filling the adolescent’s need for recognition, approval and belonging that can only 
be satisfied by acceptance into a peer group. He differentiates between the adolescents 
need for friendship and finding a place in a group. He explains that early adolescence 
is a critical period for learning about friendship and adolescents must develop the 
capacity to form close and meaningful relationships as they rely more and more on the 
peer group while breaking ties with the family (La Gaipa, 1979). One of the major 
development tasks that occur at the start of adolescence is the move toward intimacy 
competence with friends; this refers to a complex concept that includes exclusive 
focus, openness of self-disclosure, and sharing problems and advice (Youniss & 
Smollar, 1985). La Gaipa (1979) points out that unlike dyadic relationships 
(friendships) that satisfy a need for intimacy, peer group acceptance does not depend 
on the formation of close friendships. La Gaipa’s research has shown that the meaning 
of a friend becomes stabilised in early adolescence with little change afterwards. He 
states that by early adolescence, the language of friendship has been learned and 
social development during adolescence appears to involve an increase in cognitive 
competence regarding stages of relationships. It is noted that these relations also 
consist of numerous forms of antipathies, which according to Abecassis (2003) 
include managing former friends, bully-victim dyads, competitors, and peers who 
simply dislike each other. There is a growing awareness that the appropriateness of a 
friendship value or expectation depends on the level of friendship, and peer group 
acceptance for many, particularly males, becomes more important than the need for 
friendship (La Gaipa, 1979).   
 
Many aspects of development according to Gordon (1997) cannot be properly 
achieved without adequate peer experience. In line with Corsaro’s (1985) 
“interpretive reproduction” argument (discussed earlier), Gordon (1997) claims the 
peer group is often the unrecognised scene where adolescents make their own of 
much that adults have previously imposed in the formal settings of home and school.  
Gordon explains that what is taught by adults is often only integrated through 
communication among peers. He elaborates that although parents are clearly the 
authority for basic moral values; these values are often, temporarily displaced by the 
morality and loyalties of the peer group. In this sense, the adolescent uses the peer 
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world to recognise the role of moral values prior to re-capturing the moral principles 
gained from the family.   
 
Gordon explains there are numerous developmental benefits from participating 
in the peer group and the adolescent learns some of their most important lessons from 
peers. He explains that healthy peer groups exert constant pressure to conform and 
observe limits on their members. These comprise a clear code of conduct, which, 
regardless of the actual details, teaches the members that there are limits and 
constraints in social life. Gordon explains that the actual icons of peer group culture 
although often trivial (brand names, clothing, bands, haircuts etc.) have profound 
importance for the adolescents and teach the group members about the function of 
culture and history and prepare them for entering adult culture. Gordon highlights that 
virtually all of this happens in the context of free, unstructured time with peers 
(“hanging out”) outside the direct influence of adults. Gordon claims that hanging out 
is often unrecognised by adults and needs to be considered important developmental 
work just as Piaget showed that children’s play is serious developmental work.  
 
As observed in pretend play among peers, the creation of meanings and their 
conventionalization within social interaction tend to form zones of potential 
development with regard to the acquisition of social knowledge. Peers come to play a 
very particular social role: that of social partner with whom the adolescent can engage 
in the most basic processes of meaning manipulation on an equal footing (Musatti, 
1993). Vygotsky (1960) was concerned to point out that the environment in which 
children develop their learning potential is “instrumentally created” and organised 
according to a system of meanings. As explained by Musatti (1993), children have to 
learn how to interact with this system of meanings. It is in this context that Vygotsky 
has asserted the role of the other person in the developmental unfolding of children’s 
learning potential. The other person is a factor of learning and hence of development 
in that they mediate between the developmental subject and the surrounding system of 
meanings.     
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2.5 The Adolescent Social World 
 
The adolescent social world is described by Hogg (2001) as comprising multifaceted 
and unique individuals who vary in degree of attributes. As the young adolescent 
enters secondary school with their own unique interpersonal style they are streamed 
into the existing peer network (Brown et al., 1994) and are largely alone to find 
friends and groups with which to associate. As explained by Brown et al. (1994), 
according to Eckert (1989) adolescents have the opportunity to become affiliated 
within any of the groups within the peer network or remain in the amorphous and 
rather anonymous middle ground between different groups. In order to find their place 
in group, adolescents must engage in a number of intrapersonal and interpersonal 
processes.  
 
When adolescents enter this world, they engage in a perceptual transformation 
of the social field through a process of matching peers to relevant group prototypes 
(Hogg, 2001). Hogg (2001) called this process “depersonalisation” because the basis 
of perception is the proto-typicality of the group, rather than personal idiosyncrasy or 
interpersonal relationships. He explained that since prototypes capture any and all 
features that define category membership (i.e. attitudes, feelings and behaviours), 
depersonalisation makes people in groups appear attitudinally, affectively, and 
behaviourally relatively homogenous—an effect that closely mirrors stereotyping. 
Because prototypes are generally widely shared, the stereotyping process is very 
much a group, rather than an individual process (Hogg, 2001). Researchers examining 
group processes discuss how peoples shared cognitions and social categorisations are 
used to make the world more predictable, allowing them to plan for effective action 
(Spears, 2011). According to Tindale, Meisenhelder, Dykema-Engblade and Hogg 
(2002) social categorisation functions as a vehicle for self-enhancement and self-
esteem because it almost always involves placing oneself in one of the categories and 
thus acquiring the evaluative attributes of that category.  
 
Social or group identity can be defined in both cognitive and evaluative terms 
according to Tajfel (1978). It can be considered that part of the self-concept that 
corresponds to our knowledge of group membership and the value and emotional 
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significance placed on that membership (Spears, 2011). Social identity theory can be 
used to explain social identification as the outcome of the process of social 
categorization into groups, followed by social comparison between these groups, by 
persons who define and identify themselves as members of one of these groups 
(Spears, 2011). Spears (2011) explained Tajfel’s (1978) theory has a socio-motivation 
component and an interpersonal-intergroup continuum to it. Tajfel’s (1978) theory 
proposes people derive value from group memberships by comparing their group 
positively with others, while at the same time being motivated to maintain a sense of 
positive group distinctiveness by comparing their group to groups to which they don’t 
belong. The theory also takes into account the nature of the social structure in which 
people and groups are embedded, and their position in that structure (Spears, 2011).  
 
The interpersonal-intergroup continuum represents situations in which group 
identities become more or less salient and relevant depending on the context. For 
example, in characteristically intergroup contexts like a nation going to war, the group 
identity would become salient, and may dominate how a person perceives the self and 
others (Spears, 2011). Spears’ (2011) explains that in order to categorise in-group and 
out-group, and to identify with one’s own group we engage in social comparison 
between groups. In fact according to Spears, social comparison may be the only way 
we can assess the true meaning or value of our own group—we define our groups and 
who we are, partly by comparing ourselves to others. This idea has been developed 
within self-categorization theory.   
 
However, as explained by Spears (2011) it would be a mistake to reduce social 
identity and the motivating force within social identity theory to a simple quest for 
positive value associated with one’s group identity; the so-called “self-esteem 
hypothesis” (p204). He states that although self enhancement may play an important 
part in understanding social motivation, at least as important is the meaning accorded 
to identity, and the sense of group distinctiveness from other groups that this 
differentiated meaning provides. Spears (2011) points out it not only provides a 
positive sense of esteem when comparisons are favourable, but in addition, provides 
us with a distinctive and meaningful identity, which is of value in telling people who 
they are. The concept of distinctiveness according to Spears (2011) is arguably more 
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relational (and thus social) than the concept of esteem, in that one’s group is only 
distinctive in relation to some other group although that is not to deny that esteem can 
also be comparative. 
 
Self-categorisation theory was developed by John Turner and his students 
(Turner, 1982; Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher & Wetherell, 1987), and grew out of the 
social identity theory tradition that he had been involved in developing (Spears, 
2011). In contrast to social identity theory, which is primarily a theory of intergroup 
relations, self-categorization theory can be seen as a more general theory of the self, 
of intragroup as well as intergroup processes. It proposes that there is not just one self 
or self-concept, but many different groups and also personal selves corresponding to 
different comparative contexts (Turner et al., 1987). Whereas social identity theory 
posited an interpersonal-intergroup continuum to address the salience of social 
identity, self-categorisation theory conceptualizes the self at different levels of 
abstraction (e.g., personal, group, human). 
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2.6 Developmental Structure and Functions of the Peer Group 
 
Brown (1990) offers a conceptual framework for understanding aspects of adolescent 
social context and peer group structure.  He defines peer groups as consisting of more 
than two people. Brown reasons that this is the case because relations between two 
people are better dealt with as friendship and dating or romantic involvement.  He 
explains that peer groups can be institutionalized groups (established and controlled 
by adults) or informal groups (established and controlled by adolescents). He points 
out distinctions between the groups comprising the system. Cliques are typically small 
groups of under 15 individuals (Dunphy, 1963) averaging between 6 – 9 people and 
are based on interactions (Brown, 2004).  Members of cliques tend to be similar in 
terms of age, race, socio-economic status, behaviours and attitudes (Steinberg & 
Morris, 2001).  They are identified as a group because the members hang out together 
and develop close relationships. Cliques can be comprised through circumstance, such 
as activity groups at school, or by choice, as with a friendship groups (Brown, 1990).  
When an adolescent group forms, it develops a typical mode of behaving and attitude 
which define the group values and ways of thinking (Gordon, 1997). Gordon explains 
that these become norms for the group. As a consequence, members are sanctioned if 
they do not communicate within the framework established by the power relations of 
the structure. These power differentials are usually maintained by constraining 
communication—according to Gordon, the communication map is a close 
approximation of the power map of the group.  
 
Cliques are different to crowds in structure and function (Brown, 1990). 
Crowds are larger, with a range of membership from 15 to 30 individuals, with an 
average size of about 20 individuals (Dunphry, 1963). They are reputation based 
collectives of similarly stereotyped individuals who may or may not spend much time 
together (Brown, 1990). By reputation-based, Brown (1990) means an adolescent’s 
crowd affiliation denotes the primary attitudes or activities with which an adolescent 
is associated by his peers. Brown et al. (1994) identified six core crowds from 
adolescents’ descriptions of their peer world. These include: Populars, who emphasize 
their social skills, involvement, and attractiveness; Jocks, who stress their physical 
activities; Brains, who talk about their grades and intelligence; Normals, who discuss 
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being average and lacking deviance; Loners who report feeling alone and unaccepted; 
and Druggies-Toughs who admit to deviant conduct (Brown et al., 1994; Youniss et 
al., 1994). Other Researchers (e.g. Garner et al., 2002) have found different peer 
structures and status across a range of schools.    
 
Brown et al. (1994) discuss several points about the dynamics of the peer 
social system and adolescent development. First, peer group structure changes across 
adolescence with crowd diversity increasing in high school, compared to the tightly 
bound cliques described in early adolescence; and differences between crowds 
reportedly become less important toward the end of high school. This change is 
attributed to social-cognitive maturation in perceptions of the structure of peer groups, 
in that early adolescents seem to focus on the more concrete behavioural components 
of the peer group system. Younger adolescents can readily identify clique 
membership, but have a less sophisticated understanding of crowds (Brown, 1990).  
O’Brien and Bierman (1988) found this pattern of perception in their study examining 
preadolescents’ (age 10.5 to 12.4) and adolescents’ (age 13.3 to 17.9) conceptions and 
perceptions of peer groups. Preadolescents defined groups more on the basis of 
common activities and social behavior, and perceived group influence was focused in 
these areas. In contrast, adolescents were more likely to describe peer group 
influences as global and far-reaching, affecting individual dress codes, illicit acts, 
attitudes and values. In this study adolescents were also more likely to report peer 
reactions as important to their feelings of social or personal worth. For example, they 
viewed peer rejection as an indication of their unworthiness as an individual.  
 
Further, as shown in Dunphy’s (1963) Australian study, during middle 
adolescence cliques change from being single-sexed to mixed-sexed, and in late 
adolescence cliques are often transformed into groups of dating couples (Brown, 
1990; Dunphy, 1963). Since Dunphy’s (1963) study on the structural changes in the 
relationships between adolescent cliques, his findings of the movement of single-sex 
to mixed-sexed groups has been replicated (e.g. Bosma & Kunnen, 1994; Connolly, 
Furman, & Konarski, 1995). While examining the emergence of romantic 
relationships in a longitudinal study of grade 9 to 11, Bosma and Kunnen (1994) 
found evidence supporting Dunphy’s proposals of the romantic function of adolescent 
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peer groups, and same-sex cliques in grade 9 facilitated the emergence of mixed-sex 
peers in Grade 10.  
 
Secondly, researchers (Eder, 1985; Schofield, 1981) have described changes in 
relational characteristics of crowds (Brown et al., 1994). As explained by Brown et al. 
(1994), in early adolescence feelings seem to change from envy and ingratiation 
toward crowds with high status groups (“populars”) to avoidance and resentment, as 
adolescents become disillusioned with the ‘snobby’ behaviour of populars. It may be 
the emerging cognitive capacities account for Eder’s (1985) findings. This finding 
may relate to a specific type of populars group as peer relations researchers (e.g. De 
Bruyn & Cillessen, 2006) have categorized popular youth into two categories: 
sociometrically popular youth; and perceived popular youth. Sociometrically popular 
youth are well liked and generally display high levels of prosocial and co-operative 
behavior and low levels of aggression. In contrast, perceived popular youth have the 
capacity to be very nice to peers but can also intimidate them when provoked or 
angered or can manipulate social situations to their advantage (Cillessen & Rose, 
2005; Rubin, Bukowski & Parker, 1998).     
 
There is also a noted change in the permeability of crowds. Gavin and Furman 
(1989) attributed this shift to an increasingly positive treatment of out-groups as a 
function of increasing age. Third, there are developmental changes in adolescents’ 
orientation toward crowd affiliation shown in a reported age-related decline of the 
importance of belonging to a crowd. As adolescents get older, they report feeling that 
crowds frustrate their efforts to express personal attitudes and interests (Brown et al., 
1994).  It is well documented that susceptibility to peer pressure is high in early 
adolescence with a decline during middle adolescence (Berndt, 1979; Connolly & 
Goldberg, 1999).  Connolly & Goldberg (1999) suggest it is possible this decline is 
linked to increased intimacy with a romantic partner relative to that with friends, and 
the movement toward couple dating in later adolescence may reflect adolescents, 
increasing capacity to be autonomous of the peer group.   
 
Two processes that seem to be operating within the crowd network are 
channeling and context (Brown et al., 1994). Brown et al (1994) explain that available 
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research (eg. Eckert, 1989; Eder, 1985) suggests group affiliation functions to channel 
adolescents toward or away from relationships with particular peers. This channelling 
process is important because it may contribute to constraining interactive 
opportunities viewed helpful to healthy development. Further, crowds provide the 
context for peer interactions, shown by descriptions of the quality of relationships 
within each crowd being surprisingly similar. For example, interactions within the 
high status groups (e.g. populars, jocks, and trendies) are characterized by 
relationships being superficial and competitive. Brown et al. explained that 
adolescents view high status groups as more instrumental than expressive. In contrast, 
relationships in lower status crowds (e.g. greasers, burnouts or druggies) are 
characterized by depth, stability, loyalty, commitment and honestly. While 
investigating social status and group bias, Horn (2006) found overall that high status 
group members were chosen over low status group members to participate in school 
activities. Adolescents who identified themselves as high social status were 
significantly more likely to select a high social status target than adolescents 
identifying with low status groups, or those listed as no group at all. Further, these 
adolescents were more likely to use conventional reasoning and less likely to use 
moral reasoning when justifying peer selection than adolescents who identified 
themselves with low status groups or listed not group.  
 
Crowds have an influence on adolescent behaviour by establishing norms for 
group members (Brown et al., 1994).  Brown et al. (1994) state that: “crowds stipulate 
(in stereotypic ways) a set of alternative value systems, lifestyles, and behavioural 
repertoires that are readily recognizable within the adolescent social system. In other 
words each crowd represents a different prescriptive identity; or identity prototype” 
(p.126). Likewise, Steinberg and Morris (2001) discuss how crowds place adolescents 
in a social network and contribute to identity development by influencing the ways in 
which adolescents view themselves and others. Adolescents use the crowd network as 
a symbolic road map of prototypic peer relationships and foster individual 
development of identity and self-concept, while structuring social interactions (Brown 
et al., 1994). They have a major impact on the adolescents’ self-esteem. For example, 
adolescents have reported feeling better about themselves when their membership in a 
crowd involves high status (Brown & Lohr, 1987; Steinberg & Morris, 2001). Other 
P a g e  | 55 
 
 
studies (e.g. Pombeni, Kirchle & Palmonari, 1990) have found that adolescents who 
report a strong identification with a peer group, will ask other people for support, 
accept support, and talk about problems more often with other people, than 
individuals who report low group identification (Kiesner, Cadinu, Puolin & Bucci, 
2002) .  
Hogg (2001) explains social categorisation is linked to social identity, because 
self – conception and psychological group membership involve categorising the self 
just as we categorise others, and thus we depersonalise ourselves. Prototype-based 
depersonalisation of self makes group behaviour possible, according to Hogg. Self-
conceptions in terms of in-group prototypes is the representation and evaluation of the 
self in collective terms: a representation of self in terms of qualities shared with 
others. As explained by Hogg, in this sense the collective self is best considered a 
textured repertoire of relatively distinct social identities tied to all the groups to which 
we feel we belong. The collective self, or rather collective selves, is tied to group 
membership (Hogg, 2001).  
 
A number of researchers (Erikson, 1968; Newman & Newman, 1976; Stone & 
Brown, 1999; Tarrant, 2002) have highlighted the importance of peer groups being 
valuable networks through which conceptions of identity and self-esteem are 
negotiated. Newman and Newman, (1986; 2001) suggested that in developing a sense 
of personal identity, the major psychosocial task for young people at secondary 
school, particularly in the years from 12 to 16, is resolving the crisis of group identity 
versus alienation. They point out that during these years, adolescents experience rapid 
physical and cognitive changes, and become increasingly sensitive to the approval and 
acceptance of their peers. Later these concerns with group identity subside, so that by 
the age of 18 or so questions of individual identity and future goals become more 
central. Newman and Newman (1986) propose that adolescents must resolve 
questions about their relations to the peer group and decide on a group identity before 
they can properly define their relations to their family or achieve a sense of personal 
identity. 
 
That adolescent peer groups come to be structured and develop membership 
status has been observed by Gordon (1997) in adolescent psychotherapy groups and 
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he attributes this to the strivings of group members. Gordon hypothesizes three forms 
of structure as organizing peer group relationships - primary, secondary, and tertiary 
group hierarchical structure (refer to figures 1, 2, 3, respectively) which he views as 
typical in peer groups generally. Gordon considers primary group structure a default 
membership hierarchy, and seen in emerging groups in which adolescents who do not 
know each other well compete for influence. 
  
      BILL 
 
 
 
CHRIS  HENRY  BERT   LOU  ALAN  JOHN  FRED  JIM  JEFF  CARL  EDDY  
ETC. 
 
Figure 3 Primary Group Structure 
Reproduced with permission from Gordon (2011) 
 
In a group with primary group structure, membership is conditional on 
accepting the structure and the position that is allocated to the member. As explained 
by Gordon, while belonging gives the member status and group identity, the position 
comes at the cost of fitting in and losing one’s autonomy. Gordon points out that this 
dimension of group structure is unstable and groups tend to move between the 
differing structural states with the peer groups tending to adopt the secondary “clique” 
structure. 
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Figure 4  Secondary Group Structure 
Reproduced with permission from Gordon (2011) 
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The dominant role of the leader is modified by a more complex set of 
relationships separating the group into subgroups with gradations of influence and 
status at the expense of reducing the overall unanimity of the group. The formation of 
cliques allows for more complex relationships and a variety of positions and statuses 
and provides a more flexible and hence dynamic, but stable structure where belonging 
does not require such submission to an authoritarian regime of influence. In such 
group structures, belonging and acceptance are usually dependent on conformity to a 
set of norms or values determined by the dominant member (R. Gordon personal 
communication, 2012).    
 
However, both primary and secondary group structure depicts association or 
loyalty to a power structure or personality/s and consequently, they are inherently 
deficient in normative reciprocity (Gordon, 1997). Absence of reciprocity can be 
characterised by ignoring the view point of others, not using others as resources for 
learning, not collaborating, and not sharing responsibilities and activities 
(Bronfenbrenner, 1979; Carr & Claxon, 2002; Smith, 2009) but using the 
relationships for the exercise of power and influence instead. 
 
Gordon (1997) points out that in contrast to primary and secondary group 
structure tertiary group structure is the healthiest structural configuration in an 
adolescent group. This configuration allows group members to have a place in the 
group based on the group valuing them for their own unique characteristics and 
contribution to the life of the group. 
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Figure 5 Tertiary Group Structure 
Reproduced with permission from Gordon (2011) 
 
As explained by R. Gordon (personal communication, 2013) “…a tertiary 
group structure arises when reciprocal communication dominates the group life and 
the understanding and respect for each others experience undermines the operation of 
power and infuence and each person becomes important for who they are and what 
they can contribute to the life of the group. Membership and belonging are no longer 
narrowly defined in terms of conformity to group norms determined by dominant 
members, but there is appreciation for diversity and individuality. Such a structure 
will arise as a group matures through development of qualities of trust and 
understanding” (personal communication). 
 
Gordon (1997) explains that if the social synchrony in a healthy adolescent 
peer group which is developing a tertiary structure, is disrupted by would-be leader/s 
who achieve enough power, then the group differentiation will break down and 
cliques will form (refer to figure 2) leading the group to regress to a secondary 
structure. Alternatively, if one member becomes sufficiently dominant, all cliques 
could be lost and members are eventually subjugated to a single authority (refer to 
figure 1) and the group regresses further to a primary structure. As explained by 
Gordon, if this occurs, the peer structure is replaced by something close to what Freud 
(1912, 1921) described as a “Primal Horde” structure, where there is only one leader 
and the other members are identified together around their common bond with that 
leader.   
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He explains that a healthy, tertiary group structure needs to be differentiated 
on the basis of individuality and personal capacities with the free and unrestricted 
communication between members which allows for multiple overlapping affiliations, 
which are not seen as competitive or incompatible. He explains that this group 
differentiation is related to the neutralising of power and prestige, or the influence 
members have over each other as they form a pecking order that ranges from the most 
powerful and influential group member to the least powerful and influential group 
member. The experience of security through position in a hierarchy is replaced by 
security through trust arising from mutual understanding. 
 
Although Gordon’s theory is based on clinical observations there are studies 
(La Gaipa, 1979; Eder & Kinney 1995) which support his observations. These studies 
have shown adolescents are exposed to two status systems in the peer group, each 
operating with its own evaluative criteria (La Gaipa, 1979). First the adolescent is 
ranked in terms of the prestige system in the peer group. The evaluative criteria for 
popularity include the dimensions of personal qualities, physical attractiveness, 
material possession, and academic or athletic achievements—all depending on the 
sub-culture. Each individual is also ranked by every other member of the group in 
terms of the friendship system. Each individual is to someone a social acquaintance, 
to another a good friend, and to another a close or best friend. The evaluative criteria 
involved in the whole system include dimensions such as authenticity, personal 
regard, and similarity. There is a certain amount of uncertainty in this evaluative 
system that is a source of tension. Much of adolescent conversation involves “who” 
belongs “where” and “why”. A characteristic then of the adolescent peer group is the 
emphasis on judgmental evaluations in the form of gossiping, teasing and humour as a 
form of disguised aggression (La Gaipa, 1979). The adolescent spends a lot of time 
talking about his peers, but is painfully aware that others are talking about him, and 
they are as conscious of him as he is of himself. As put by Elkin (1963) the adolescent 
feels “on stage” in social relationships. This in turn creates a unique position for each 
group member in the structure, which comes with associated obligations and rights 
pertaining to the position (Gordon, 1997).  
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Gordon’s (1997) group structure likely correlates with Cairns’ (1979) 
description of the healthy function of the peer group. Cairns explained this function 
relates to concepts of social synchrony (or mutual inter-subjectivity) in interpersonal 
interchanges and relationships—two forms of social synchrony are complementarity 
and reciprocity (Cairns, 1979). As already defined the concept of complementarity 
refers to actions in which the roles of two or more people are different but each is 
necessary for the ongoing activity of the other; and the concept of reciprocity refers to 
a property of social interactions in which “one person’s acts are coordinated with and 
supportive of the ongoing activity of another individual” (cited in Cillessen, 2007, p. 
298). The central idea is that individuals in an interaction or a relationship are not 
static or passive entities, but instead represent separate systems capable of displaying 
rich dynamics with the synchronization of their respective dynamics producing higher 
order systems with their own dynamic properties (Nowek, Vallacher & Zochowoski, 
2005). Gordon concludes that dynamics in peer groups can be ruthless and often 
account for the failure of many children with problems to achieve necessary peer 
group experience.   
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2.7 Development of Psychopathology 
 
Numerous researchers (e.g. Deater-Dechard, 2001, Steinberg & Sheffield Morris, 
2001) have discussed the role of peer relationships in the development of 
psychopathology in adolescents. Themes that emerge include: the status of the group 
member: the socialization processes within the peer group; and emotional and 
cognitive factors that are underlying the link between peer relations and maladaptive 
outcomes. According to Deater-Dechard, (2001), the status of the group member has 
received more attention than any other topic in the research literature on peer relations 
and the development of psychopathology. Peer rejection, bullying and victimisation 
have been linked with externalizing (aggression, anti-social behaviour, drug 
use/abuse) and internalizing (social withdrawal/avoidance, depressive and anxious 
symptoms, mood disturbance, suicidal ideation) problems.  
 
Steinberg and Sheffield Morris (2001) report that little has changed in the past 
two decades in researchers’ descriptions of rejected adolescents. Rejected adolescents 
are often aggressive, irritable, withdrawn, anxious, and socially awkward (Pope & 
Bierman, 1999; Steinberg & Sheffield Morris, 2001) in comparison to popular 
adolescents who are reported to have close friends and tend to be friendly, humorous 
and intelligent. Other researchers (e.g. Bowker, Bukowski, Hymel & Sippola, 2000) 
have drawn attention to how rejected adolescents seem to have interactive difficulties 
and attribute this to specific information processing deficits that are contextually 
dependent. They have suggested that a primary factor contributing to the social 
deficits of rejected adolescents is a deficiency in the way rejected children process 
social information and attempt to respond to the social problems that emerge in 
ongoing social interactions (Crick & Dodge, 1994; Bowker, Bukowski, Hymel & 
Sippola, 2000). It is likely these deficits are a direct consequence of being denied 
access to group processes and potential zones of proximal development that facilitate 
development of such skills. 
 
The benefit of healthy peer group participation becomes apparent when the 
psychotherapeutic use of adolescent groups is examined. Gordon (1999) described 
adolescents with serious pathology as being unable to find a place in a natural peer 
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group, and that they exhibit a configuration of characteristics that affects every aspect 
of their psychosocial functioning. He listed these characteristics as: difficulty 
differentiating and regulating emotion which leads to disorganized, disruptive or 
aggressive behaviour; a tendency for the adolescent to escalate differences into 
unresolvable conflicts; a perception that intimacy is threatening resulting in high 
arousal motor behaviour or withdrawal; resistance to group norms leading to 
disruptions in establishing structure, culture and stability within the group; avoidance 
of communication; and resolving social problems by resorting to scape-goating, 
pressure to conform, power hierarchies and clique formation. Gordon (1997) claims 
that failure to achieve group membership prevents the attainment of effective 
interpersonal relationships and personal identity. In fact La Gaipa and Wood (1981) 
point out that conflict with parents has been exaggerated as a cause of emotional 
disturbance, and they locate emotional disturbance in the nature of interactional 
strains with peers (Cotterell, 2007). 
 
Gordon (1999) pointed out healthy development in adolescence requires 
exposure to processes of identification in group/s which allow adolescents to attain 
the benefits of group membership. This occurs through exposure to a sense of 
similarity or difference, and being “available” to identify by lowering the narcissistic 
boundary to accept the other as like self (Gordon, 2012). It requires a capacity to form 
identifications and move between group identity and personal identity in response to 
changing social situations (Gordon, 1999). In other words the experience of 
adolescents becoming connected with group members and having a sense of 
belonging is a product of identification (Gordon, 2012). Again research looking at 
group entry lends support to Gordon’s (2012) claims. Ladd (2005) discusses research 
by Putallaz and Gottman (1981) that examined children joining a group of peers 
engaged in an ongoing activity. They found entry tactics that often result in the most 
successful entry were waiting, hovering, followed by mimicking the peer activity, and 
then voicing relevant comments about the peer group activity—that is, those tactics 
that preserved rather than disrupted the peer group frame of reference. Further, those 
adolescent with high status, compared to neglected or rejected status exhibit more 
relevant, group oriented tactics; and statements about the host or the host’s play 
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activities have been shown to elicit positive responses, while self-oriented entry 
tactics are rejected (Ladd, 2005)  
 
Gordon’s (1999, 2012) idea parallels Vygotsky’s (1981) “general genetic law 
of cultural development” in that accessing group function in adolescents’ 
development, first appears between people as an inter-psychological category (a 
synchronizing and identifying with peer qualities), and then within the adolescent as 
an intra-psychological category (an internalisation or acquisition of the peer quality or 
recognition of a shared quality). Further this processing can be considered to occur in 
zones of proximal development with scaffolding opportunities being provided by 
peers who carry the necessary identification material. The importance of Gordon’s 
ideas and his observations for the present study is that peer group access is essential in 
order to gain exposure to a range of identifications necessary in the construction of a 
healthy identity. It follows that healthy identity development would be contingent on 
the adolescents’ dynamic social skill capacity which would allow access into a range 
of group contexts.  
 
The therapy group provides scaffolding to assist the adolescent to access the 
processes and functions of the peer group which will enable the identificatory 
processes (Winsler, 2003). 4  Gordon (1999) points out that the problem of 
identification (for adolescents suffering psychopathology) can be treated by a form of 
group therapy which provides the group members with a safe, structured social 
situation, effectively allowing the movement between group identity and personal 
identity. Gordon (1999) described this type of group as follows: 
 
 ‘… the psychotherapy group can be considered as an in vitro peer group, a peer 
group created in a protected environment, maintained and supported so members 
have access to the processes and functions of the peer group. Healthy peer groups are 
structured, have boundaries about who belongs and who does not, about joining and 
leaving, maintain communication within a set of rules and are able to cooperate, 
solve problems and have pleasure in being together. Tensions and conflicts are 
                                                 
4 A metaphor used to describe a particular type of assistance that the teacher provides the child in the zone of proximal 
development. It is characterized by joint participation, negotiation, and engagement in an activity, together with the teacher 
monitoring and maximizing the child’s participation in the activity by carefully modulating assistance given, and the 
withdrawing the amount of adult assistance provided to keep the child in the zone of proximal development (Winsler, 2003). 
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experienced without destroying the group; members can come and go without having 
to be responsible for destroying it… Psychotherapy of the group itself allows it to be 
brought into being and maintained so members participate in the communication 
processes that maintain and regulate it…’ 
 
Gordon (1999) points out that such a group therapy allows adolescents who 
have failed to access and maintain membership of healthy peer groups to gain the 
skills to do so. In this study, the capacity for adolescents to enter and move around 
peer groups is examined in relation to their emotional development, as indicated by 
measures of psychopathology; their emotional maturity and relationship quality as 
reflected by measures of attachment style to parents and peers and parenting style. 
 
2.8 Conclusion  
 
Adolescents move into the peer group while transitioning from the familial social 
context. This is viewed as a normative developmental process in order to provide 
themselves with experiences required for a sense of personal autonomy and identity, 
by reworking, testing and building the skills they have learned within an environment 
of equals. This adolescent experience of being understood while relating to similar 
individuals cannot be replicated in adult relationships. These experiences are 
developmentally essential as the adolescent moves through the egocentric stage of 
early adolescence and into the more complex abstract cognitive development of later 
adolescence. Social and cognitive experience and exploration in the peer group is 
considered essential for the construction of both group and personal identity (Gordon, 
1997, 1999, 2012, 2013; Hogg, 2001; Azmitia, Syed & Radmacher, 2008). The 
quality and extent of adolescent peer group experience is viewed as having an impact 
on health outcomes for adolescents. Impoverished peer group experience is viewed to 
contribute to deficits in social competence, stunted development in thought processes 
and knowledge, and a lack of exposure to social roles (Lewin, 2005; Crick & Dodge, 
1994).   
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Gordon’s (1999) concept of tertiary group structure, social categorisation and 
social identity theory (e.g. Hogg, 2001) highlight social conditions considered as 
adequate zones of proximal development required to facilitate healthy emotional and 
psychological development in the adolescent—as they work to build themselves 
within the peer group system. There is an emphasis placed on the quality and structure 
of relational dynamics in the zone of proximal development, social space that is 
required to provide potential sharing and learning in advance of development. It is this 
sharing and learning that pulls the adolescents’ development forward (Vadeboncoeur 
& Collie, 2012). As put by Vadeboncoeur & Collie (2012), the key point for 
Vygotsky was the potential of a variety of environments including those constituted 
with the caregivers, with educators in formal and informal contexts, and with peers to 
facilitate cultural development through learning (Vadeboncoeur & Collie, 2012). 
Without adequate exposure to egalitarian relations and a variety of peer group 
experiences the adolescents’ emotional, psychological and behavioural development 
can be compromised. 
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Chapter 3  Attachment Style as a Structuring Process 
 
This chapter will examine the concept of attachment and how attachment is an 
organisation construct or trait (Sroufe, 1999) influencing the development of 
adolescents’ internal working models that function to filter adolescents’ perceptions 
of themselves and the world in which they socialise.   
 
3.1  Introduction 
 
Attachment theory is concerned with emotional development from a lifespan 
perspective (Ainsworth, 1985; Grossmann & Grossmann, 1991) and attempts to 
explain the structure and processes of the first biologically adaptive human 
relationship (Pressley & McCormick, 2007). Attachment theory, developed through 
the joint work of John Bowlby and Mary Ainsworth (Bretherton, 1992) regards the 
origin of interpersonal relations as being embedded in the infant’s dependence on the 
mother ([nee Salter] Ainsworth, 1969). In attachment theory, the concept of “felt 
security” is a central component (Schore, 2001, 2008; Sroufe & Waters 1977), and as 
the infant grows is conceptualised as a state of relaxed comfort in which the 
individual has a firm sense of their worth and skill as a person, as well as the capacity 
to deal with people in a wide range of situations (Chapman & Chapman, 1980).  
Bowlby (1988) formulated attachment theory as a way of explaining the bond 
between the infant and its caregiver; Mary Ainsworth identified a typology of 
attachment styles (Cassidy, 1999) and extended the concept beyond infancy through 
her research (Brown & Wright, 2001). More recently attachment has been implicated 
in the permanent structuring and functioning of the brain’s right hemisphere (Schore, 
2001; Schore & Schore, 2008; Siegel, 2001) and it has been expanded into a theory of 
emotion regulation. Researchers have argued that patterns of emotional expression 
and regulation are related to attachment styles (Cassidy, 1994); and have inferred the 
emergence of working models (embedded in primary attachment experiences) as 
guiding emotional, cognitive, behavioural and social functioning (Laible, 2007). 
Attachment theory provides a framework for examining the emotional basis of 
relations with others and groups, and is a consideration in this thesis in the exploration 
of the emotional quality of adolescent interactions (Brown, Rogers, & Kapadia, 2008; 
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Cotterell, 1996), and the investigation of any relationship between security of 
attachment and adolescent perceptions of the quality and structure of their peer group.   
 
3.2  The Concept of Attachment and Internal Working Models  
 
The infant is born with an adaptive motivational system which underpins the 
development of selective, “affective ties” or “bonds” during life (Siegel, 2001). The 
attachment bond belongs to a class of “affectional bonds” (the other bonds not 
involving attachment) that people develop throughout their life. Examples, of other 
affectional bonds include the caregiver bond, which involves the parent caring for the 
child; and the sexual pair bond, which involves a sexual component for the purposes 
of reproduction (Prior & Glasser, 2006). The development of the attachment bond is 
dependent on a caregiver’s contingent responsiveness to the infant’s bids for 
proximity and contact (Bell & Richard, 2000). It differs from other affective ties in 
that it is not reciprocal; it is particular to the individual, that is, the infant can become 
attached to someone without someone being attached to the infant. The defining 
feature and goal of the attachment bond is to seek security and comfort from the other 
person (Ainsworth 1989; Cassidy, 1999). Cassidy (1999) illustrated the unidirectional 
nature and affective quality of the attachment bond by highlighting how peculiar it 
would be to imagine a caregiver seeking security and comfort from an infant.  
 
The emotional tie between the child and the caregiver is referred to as primary 
attachment. Primary attachment functions in a flexible behavioural system operating 
with set goals, and mediated by feelings and interactions with a number of other 
behavioural systems (Sroufe & Waters, 1977). The attachment behavioural system is 
one of four distinctively different behavioural systems, the others being the 
exploratory, fear, care-giving and social systems. Bowlby (1997) explained these 
systems are innate and have the evolutionary function of survival of the species; as 
well as mediating socially directed, instinctive behaviour of a particular kind (Sonkin, 
2005). The reason the behavioural systems are distinctively different is because they 
exhibit differences in the range of stimuli eliciting each behaviour (often a function of 
maturational level); and they vary in period of sensitivity in which a range of 
behaviours becomes narrowed (Bowlby, 1997). For example, as Bowlby illustrates in 
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an account of adult patient reports, the selection of a fetish (sexualised behaviour) is 
often centred on a period falling around the third year, which is different to the 
sensitive phase for the selection of an attachment figure, which falls around the 
second year.   
 
The maturation of these systems starts with trial and error, and then develops 
into behaviour governed by insight.  Bowlby (1997) used Piaget’s (1947) description 
of behaviour being organised on the basis of sensori-motor intelligence and then 
developing into behaviour organised on the basis of symbolic and pre-conceptual 
thought to illustrate the process: “sensori-motor intelligence acts like a slow motion 
film, in which all the pictures are seen in succession but without fusion, and so 
without the continuous vision necessary for understanding the whole” (as cited in 
Bowlby, 1997, p.153), with the more advanced mode of behavioural organisation 
resembling a film being screened at the correct speed.  
 
We can draw on Lock’s (1986) use of Vygotsky’s theory to highlight the 
importance of social context in this maturation process. Lock explains the attainment 
of more advanced modes of organisation results from the link between social relations 
and the individual’s ability. This means the infant already has a capacity for 
attachment but requires the advanced skill of another to bring it to maturation. Lock 
elaborated: “It is not the case that interaction facilitates development, as though… [a 
person] …would develop anyway: rather, interaction must somehow constitute …[the 
person], they would not develop without…[it]. [The]… process of developing… 
ability is not one of acquiring it, or putting it together from scratch, but of gaining 
control of an ability that somehow already exists within social relations” (p91).   
 
The “trial and error” dynamics of attachment “ability” as it exists in social 
relations is highlighted in the behavioural/affective features of attachment behaviour 
classified as:  proximity seeking, secure base effect, and separation protest. Proximity 
seeking involves the degree to which the infant seeks out the attachment figure for 
emotional support and how accurately the caregiver understands the emotional needs 
of the infant; separation protest involves the degree to which physical separation from 
the attachment figure generates anxiety and protest from the infant; and secure base 
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effect involves the degree to which the infant feels confident to explore the 
environment knowing the caregiver is committed and available to provide support 
when it is required. These trial and error dynamics exist within social relations and 
through ongoing action develop the attachment behavioural system (Freeman & 
Brown, 2001).  
 
It isn’t until about three or four years of age that a child is able to experience 
“goal corrected partnerships” with caregivers; that is they become more actively 
involved in the relationship by actively seeking out ongoing interactions with the 
primary caregiver (Bowlby, 1969; 1982). Further, as they mature, children are able to 
understand more of their parents thinking and motives and begin to negotiate different 
desires with their parents. This is where the attachment relationship is no longer based 
on the actions of parents, and the child becomes increasingly independent. The 
process of increasing independence in the relationship develops further during 
childhood and throughout the course of adolescence (Danford, 2007).    
       
In parallel with the evolution of attachment relationships is the significant 
development of the brain (Schore, 2002; Siegel, 2004; Sonkin, 2005). Siegel (2004) 
suggested that experience shapes the brain through a sequence of exposure to 
experience, triggering the neurons to fire. This activates genes leading to the 
production of proteins which enables the formation of new synaptic connections. He 
postulated the likelihood (although not directly proven in human studies) that 
experiences within the attachment relationships shape the emerging neural circuitry of 
the child’s developing brain. He proposed the mother’s attunement for the child 
facilitates experience-dependent maturation of neurologic hard wiring in the child’s 
brain. He elaborated the process as hierarchical, starting from lower limbic emotional 
structures, through to the midbrain and into other cortical structures (Schwartz, 2008). 
He suggested that secure attachment in relationships may promote well-being by 
supporting the integration of the developing brain, which in turn promotes integration 
of processes like reasoning, self-understanding, attuned communication, empathy, and 
morality. Developmental neuroscience research seems to be in agreement that the 
infants’ brain is designed to be moulded by the environment it encounters (Thomas, 
Whitaker, Crow, Little, Love, Lykins & Letterman, 1997).   
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Individual differences in quality of infant-mother attachment have been 
documented with general agreement about the existence of an attachment typology 
(refer to Table 1). These individual differences were studied extensively by Ainsworth 
and her colleagues using an experimental condition called the “strange situation” 
(Pressley & McCormick, 2007)—a laboratory procedure designed to observe the 
balance of attachment and exploratory behaviour under conditions of increasing stress 
(Solomon & George, 1999). Through repeated interactions with the same adult, the 
infants come to recognise their caregiver and anticipate their behaviour and treat their 
caregiver as a “safe haven” and a “secure base” from which to explore their 
environment (Weinfeld, Sroufe, Egeland & Carlson, 1999).   
 
Table 1 Infant Strange Situation Behaviour 
Infant Strange Situation Behaviour 
Secure (B) 
 
Uses mother as a secure base. Explores room and toys with interest in preseparation episodes. Shows signs of 
missing parents during separation, often crying by the second separation. Obvious preference for parent over 
stranger. Greets parent actively, usually initiating physical contact. Usually some contact maintaining by second 
reunion, but then settles and returns to play. 
Avoidant (A) 
Fails to cry on separation from parent.  Actively avoids and ignores parent on reunion (i.e. by moving away, 
turning away, or leaning out of arms when picked up).  Little or no proximity or contact-seeking, no distress and 
no anger.  Response to parent appears unemotional.  Focuses on toys or environment throughout procedure. 
Resistant or ambivalent (C ) 
May be wary or distressed even prior to separation, with little exploration.  Preoccupied with parent throughout 
procedure; may seem angry or passive.  Fails to settle and take comfort in parent on reunion, and usually continues 
to focus on parent and cry.  Fails to return to exploration after reunion.   
Disorganized/disoriented (D) 
The infant displays disorganized and/or disoriented behaviours in the parent’s presence, suggesting a temporary 
collapse of behavioural strategy.  For example, the infant may freeze with a trance-like expression, hands in air; 
may rise at parent’s entrance, then fall prone and huddled on the floor; or may cling while crying hard and leaning 
away with gaze averted.  Infant will ordinarily otherwise fit A, B or C categories. 
Note:  Partially reproduced from Hesse’s (1999) descriptions of infant A, B, C categories summarised from Ainsworth 
Blehar, Waters, and Wall (1978), and infant D category summarised from Main and Solomon (1990). Sroufe (1995) 
added to the conceptualisation of attachment by describing it as a form of dyadic emotion regulation, meaning that the 
infant, not being capable of regulating his/her emotions and arousal, requires the assistance of a caregiver to facilitate 
the process.  He suggested that how the infant learns to regulate his/her emotions is dependent on how the caregiver 
regulates his/her own emotions (Sonkin, 2005).   
 
The most striking evidence of the importance of a “good enough” attachment 
experience in shaping the brain comes from the Bucharest Early Intervention Project 
(Nelson, 2006). This project examined children who had suffered extreme privation 
and showed that some of the children observed not only failed to recognise the minds 
of others, but could not recognise the expressions on people’s faces. Siegel (2005) 
claimed that what had happened to these children related to the absence of a caregiver 
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to provide them with the necessary attachment experiences to facilitate development 
of the limbic areas of their brains.    
 
Bowlby (1979) emphasised that emotions are strongly associated with 
attachment and that many intense emotions occur during the formation, maintenance, 
disruption, and renewal of attachment relationships (Cassidy, 1999). He claimed the 
parent-child bond provides an irreplaceable context for emotional development. He 
added that during infancy, a number of attachments are formed, constructing a 
hierarchy of attachment figures. This hierarchical structure is dependent on a number 
of contributing factors including: the amount of time spent with the caregiver; the 
quality of care; the caregiver’s emotional investment; and social cues (Cassidy, 1999; 
Colin, 1996). For example, during early adolescence, although bonds with parents 
endure there is increased engagement with peers and this may lead to the eventual 
formation of peer attachment bonds (Rosenthal & Kobak, 2010). Leading attachment 
theorists have speculated that a close peer will eventually replace the parent at the top 
of the emotional support hierarchy (Freeman & Brown, 2001). Hazen, Hutt, Sturgeon 
and Bricker’s (1991) research examining changes in attachment to parent and peers 
among subjects ranging in age from 5-17 years supports this speculation. They found 
that by 17 years of age, peers were valued over parents by 75% of the sample for 
proximity seeking and separation protest. The authors concluded from their findings 
that the process of relinquishing parents as attachment figures begins early in 
adolescence and is mostly complete by the time the adolescent leaves high school 
(Freeman & Brown, 2001). According to Allan et al., (2003) the form of secure base 
behaviour changes with age but the function remains essentially the same. 
 
In extending Bowlby’s theory, Ainsworth incorporated behavioural 
measurement and longitudinal developmental research which emphasized the stability 
of attachment over time (Brown & Wright, 2001). As explained by Brown and Wright 
(2001), the issue of stability and Bowlby’s perspective of the psychoanalytic concept 
‘internal world’ (influenced by theories on information processing) led him to develop 
the concept of the internal working model (IWM). The idea of IWM was derived from 
Craik (1943), who suggested that each organism carries a small scale model of 
external reality and its own actions within its head (Goldberg, 2000). As explained by 
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Goldberg (2000), Bowlby proposed a similar concept to Craik (1943) in that starting 
at infancy we construct models of the world about significant individuals, about 
ourselves and the relationships between the world and ourselves, based on actual 
experiences. In turn, these models guide and shape our future experiences—emotions 
provide the organising energy of IWM, while cognitive processes maintain and 
modify their contents (Goldberg, 2000).   
 
IWM are best thought of as structured processes which allow the acquisition 
or limiting of information (Goldberg, 2000), and they function as automatic patterns 
of interaction between people (Holmes, 1993; Brown, Rodgers & Kapadia, 2008). 
These patterns represent templates for responses expected from others and they are 
considered to persist throughout life (Brown et al., 2008). As suggested by Goldberg 
(2000) the ability to construct such representations probably evolved because it 
provided a survival advantage, allowing individuals to selectively attend to 
information, predict future events and construct plans.  
 
Constructing and utilising IWM representations of relationships involves a 
number of aspects according to Bowlby (1997). First, the model must be built in 
accordance with data that are or can be made available. Secondly, if the model is to be 
used in novel situations, it must be extended imaginatively to cover potential realities 
as well as those experienced; and thirdly, any model applicable to an experienced 
world, or to a potential world must be tested out for internal consistency. People 
develop IWM of the environment and of their own capacity; and for an IWM to be 
useful according to Bowlby (1997), it must be kept up to date. IWM functionality 
seems to relate closely to the synthesis and execution of ego functions and the zone of 
proximal development.  
 
Bowlby (1969, 1982, 1988) postulated a child’s attachment working model is 
based on the “real-life experiences of day-to-day interactions with his parents”, 
making attachments relationship-specific (p. 129) (Bretherton & Munholland, 2008). 
Bretherton and Munholland (2008) point out that because attachments are constructed 
in interpersonal relationships, models of the self and the attachment figure(s) are 
mutually confirming. That is, in the parent-child relationship, the parent is viewed as 
P a g e  | 73 
 
 
loving/protective and the self is viewed as loved/secure. They add, a key feature of the 
working model people build about the world is the notion of who their attachment 
figures are, where they may be found, and how they may be expected to respond; and 
a key feature of the working model they build about themselves is the notion of how 
acceptable or unacceptable they are in the eyes of their attachment figures. 
 
Bowlby (1997) emphasised the importance of the availability and 
responsiveness of attachment figures, highlighting several implications. These have 
been outlined by Cassidy and Shaver (1999). Firstly, when the caregiver is viewed as 
both available and responsive, the attached person feels secure. This equates to an 
individual’s confidence in relationships (Rich, 2009). Secondly, an individual’s 
appraisal of the caregiver’s availability and responsiveness not only depends on their 
physical presence or absence but importantly, on the expectations of the caregiver’s 
response, and quality of their communication. For example, closed communication in 
the attachment relationship creates risks for adjustment problems in two ways: by 
increasing anxiety about the caregiver’s availability and distorting the expression of 
attachment related emotions, such as fear, anger and sadness (Cassidy & Shaver, 
1999). Hence, if a person’s IWM holds expectations certain relationships will consist 
of closed communication then they might avoid situations anticipated to generate 
unpleasant emotions.  
 
The impact of the attachment system on the exploratory system, another innate 
system which is geared toward the investigation and mastery of the environment, is a 
relatively new topic in the attachment literature (Green & Campbell, 2000). 
According to Green and Campbell (2000) a small body of research on exploration 
paints a clear picture of inhibition of exploration by insecurely attached people. They 
point out that highly avoidant and highly anxious people, for instance, report less 
interest in exploration (Green & Campbell, 2000). After engaging in exploratory 
activities, these people report less enjoyment and greater anxiety (Martin, Paetzold, & 
Rholes, 2009). In addition, more avoidant people report being less curious 
(Mikulincer, 1997), and both avoidant and anxious people display more cognitive 
closure. These and related findings demonstrate the impact of the attachment system 
on the exploration system, as anticipated by Bowlby (1969) (Simpson & Rholes, 
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2010). Qualitative differences in beliefs about accessibility and responsiveness that 
manifest in attachment style would be expected to filter, constrain or enhance access 
to different types of experience during adolescence. The capacity to explore the 
environment requires the development of emotions such as interest which drive 
exploratory behaviour; and anxiety would conflict with the development of interest. 
The emotion of interest is considered as essential to intellectual development as 
exercise is to physical development according to Tomkins (1962/1963) and it is 
nurtured through attachment “security”.  
 
During adolescence the bond established with the caregiver in infancy (as a 
trusted other) widens to include emotional closeness with and confidence in the 
responsiveness and availability of several trusted others outside the family. Cotterell 
(1996) explains it is through these multiple attachments that youth experience trust, 
acceptance, understanding and respect for individuality. As the adolescent’s 
attachment develops, it consists of a number of characteristic strategies for dealing 
with attachment-related thoughts, feelings, and memories (Allan & Land, 1999). 
 
Ainsworth attachment styles define an individual who is characterised as 
securely attached as one who has experienced supportive systems with the primary 
attachment figure and who carries a sense of safety and security as a template when 
interacting with others (Brown et al., 2008). A securely attached person tends to have 
representations that involve a positive perception of self, and an ability to be self-
reliant or seek support when distressed. In contrast, insecurely attached people have 
perceptions of self that are anxious, dismissive, indifferent, or display rejecting 
behaviour (Bartholomew & Thompson, 1995; Brown et al., 2008). The insecurely 
attached person is more likely to incorporate one of two strategies. The first involves 
the person becoming hyperactivated or hypervigilent when feeling threatened or 
unsafe. Hyperactivation is triggered by anxious-ambivalent attachment which results 
from inconsistent care and mixed messages. The goal of this style is to draw the 
caregiver in to increase proximity of the attachment figure. For example, this type of 
response would involve an over-dramatisation of the problem or unmet need.  
Alternatively, the person might become hypervigilent owing to feelings of not being 
able to cope and exhibit an overreliance on the caregiver as a source of comfort in 
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stressful situations. The second strategy is deactivation (the consequence of anxious 
avoidant attachment, resulting from persistent negligence in being cared for) leading 
to withdrawal from the unavailable attachment figure. Examples of behaviour include 
an unwillingness to seek help or not seeking help when it is necessary (Kobak & 
Sceery, 1988). Although conceptualizations of security and attachment-based 
responses to threat remain relatively stable throughout the lifespan, the structure of 
the attachment system may shift over time in response to development (Kerns, 2008; 
Main, Kaplan, & Cassidy, 1985; Mercer, 2006). With the increasing cognitive 
development during adolescence, cognitively and affectively based internalized 
working models become more solidified and accessible, and increasingly guide the 
individual’s approach to relationships, coping, and specific attachment behaviours 
(Allan, 2008; Main et al.).  
 
The secure adolescent is conceptualized as able to develop a degree of 
cognitive and emotional autonomy from attachment figures, while in the process 
maintaining relationships with them (Dashiff, Vance, Abdullatif, & Wallander, 2008; 
Kobak & Sceery, 1988; Mattanah, Hancock, & Brand, 2004). During this phase of 
development adolescents are trying to reach autonomy but they understand that their 
parents are still there to support them when needed. As explained by Weiss (1982) 
this goes hand in hand with infants and the exploratory system. Adolescents are 
exploring the experience of being independent, but when independence becomes too 
overwhelming they can turn to their parents, the secure base, for help. According to 
Weiss (1982) adolescents who exhibit autonomy seeking behaviour usually have 
positive relationships with parents, and that this is suggestive of them feeling 
comfortable in exploring because they are aware their parents will be there for them. 
 
The sense of security that is reflected in an adolescent’s “perceptual-emotional 
system” or IWM (Weiss, 1982; Armsden & Greensberg, 1987) can be examined by 
looking at the adolescent’s sense of accessibility and responsiveness of attachment 
figures (Armsden & Greensberg, 1987). The dimensional qualities of accessibility and 
responsiveness of caregiving have been established by Armsden and Greensberg 
(1987) as trust, communication, and alienation. They identified these dimensional 
qualities in order to develop an instrument to assess attachment in adolescence. They 
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reasoned that the positive, affective/cognitive experience of trust (felt security) can be 
assessed using questions that address adolescent perceptions about their attachment 
figure. The attachment figure understands and respects the adolescent and respects 
their needs and desires. In addition, the adolescent has a view that their attachment 
figure is sensitive and responsive to their emotional states, and helpful with any 
concerns they may have. In contrast, the negative affective/cognitive experiences of 
anger, and/or hopelessness involve a sense of unresponsiveness or inconsistent 
responsiveness (insecurity) on the part of the attachment figure. On the other hand, 
communication and alienation tap and address the extent and quality of verbal 
communication, and feelings of alienation and isolation in the attachment relationship 
(Barrocas, 2006). 
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3.2.1 Concept of Trust  
 
The theoretical perspectives of Bowlby (1973) and Erikson (1950/67/69) explain that 
the affective experience of trust begins with patterns of caregiver accessibility and 
responsiveness experienced during the early years of life. Subsequently, these patterns 
lead to the development of general expectations (IWM) about people’s willingness 
and ability to attend to and satisfy individual needs. These expectations are 
anticipated to endure in some form during a person’s lifetime, but in addition, they 
play a role in the development of personality and impact on the way the individual 
perceives and copes with their social world. Expectations rooted in childhood are 
therefore a critical base for the development of a trusting orientation and can impact 
upon a person’s readiness to trust during the course of their life (Boon & Holmes, 
1991). Both Erikson (1950) and Bowlby (1973) considered trust to be a critical 
characteristic of personality. Basic trust is a fundamental building block in Erikson’s 
(1950) model of personality development, and is the foundation to the hierarchical 
structure of identity formation. Erikson (1967) defined his usage of trust as “…what is 
commonly implied in reasonable trustfulness as far as others are concerned; and a 
simple sense of trustworthiness as far as oneself is concerned (p. 190).” Boon and 
Holmes (1991) point out that given trust is the foundation upon which personality is 
constructed trust has the power to enhance or constrain the nature of the person that 
can be built upon it.     
 
By definition, trust is a multi-dimensional concept and includes differences in 
what is trusted (Seligman, 1997), and it can be considered a social force that takes on 
different shapes, forms and meanings (O’Hara, 2004). It has a moral dimension and is 
implicated in predictability because it moderates uncertainty and co-operation. In line 
with Erikson’s (1967) definition, it has intrapersonal and interpersonal dimensions. 
On an intrapersonal level trust is seen as "a psychological state comprising the 
intention to accept vulnerability based upon positive expectations of the intentions or 
behaviour of another (Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt, & Camerer, 1998, p395)." On an 
interpersonal level it is a construct that is applied to relations among people, rather 
than the psychological state of the individual, and defined as a “state involving 
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confident positive expectation about another’s motives with respect to oneself in 
situations entailing risk ( Boon & Holmes, 1991, p. 194)”.   
 
In this sense, trust exists in a social system “where members of that system act 
according to and are secure in the expected futures constituted by the presence of each 
other or their symbolic representations (Simmel, 1900; cited in Lewis & Weigert, 
1985, p. 968).”  This is a learned state and it is tied to early social experience allowing 
the individual to extend confidence toward people, institutions and society (Hardin, 
1993; as cited in Seligman, 1997, p. 17). According to Boon and Holmes (1991) the 
functional core of interpersonal trust involves interdependence and risk; and the 
degree of interdependence between individuals determines the relevance of trust for 
the interaction between them. They explain that the greater the interdependence the 
more crucial the state of trust. The state of trust alleviates the fear of being exploited 
and it minimises feelings of vulnerability. Central to this definition are inferences and 
attributions regarding the others’ motives across situations from which expectations 
may be derived.   
 
Attachment theory posits that in the child-caregiver relationship, the child 
learns the mother is a secure base from which to explore, and trust builds in the sense 
that she will keep the child safe and she will be available (Laible, 2007). Examples of 
trust items on the IPPA are indicative of parent’s willingness and ability to attend to 
and satisfy their adolescent’s emotional needs and include: “My… [parent]… respects 
my feelings”; “When we discuss things my… [parent]… cares about my point of 
view” (Armsden & Greensberg, 1987). Giddens (1971) commented that faith in the 
integrity of another person is a prime source of feelings of integrity and authenticity 
of the self (Seligman, 1997). Hence, sameness is the precondition for mutuality and 
collective self-affirmation (Turner, 1969; Seligman, 1997), which is closely related to 
the concepts of a social bond (Seligman, 1997) and identity (Erikson, 1969). The 
existence of trust is an essential component of all enduring social relationships and it 
is an important component of social order (Erikson, 1967). 
 
Individuals whose caregivers have been emotionally available, especially 
during periods of stress, construct an IWM of the self as worthy, others as trusting, 
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and relationships as worthwhile and important (Bowlby, 1980; Laible, 2007). For 
example, the available research has shown consistently that adolescents whose parents 
are accessible and responsive have a more trusting orientation toward their parents 
(Finkenauer, Engels, & Meeus, 2002; Smetana, Metzger, Gettman, & Campione Barr, 
2006), indicative of them being willing to tell parents about their activities when they 
perceive their relationships with parents as good. Few studies however have 
specifically examined adolescents’ perceptions of trust in parents (Smetana, 2010).  
 
3.2.2  Concept of Communication  
 
The essential task of a person’s first year of life is to create a secure attachment bond 
of emotional communication with a primary caregiver (Schore, 2002). Emotional 
communication according to Siegel (2001) is at the heart of attachment. The early 
development of emotional communication occurs through “affect synchrony” 
(Feldman, Greenbaum, and Yirmiya, 1999; Schore, 2002) which involves the mutual 
regulation of affect; an important contributor to the emergence of self-regulation. The 
regulatory processes of affect synchrony, according to Schore and Schore (2008), are 
the fundamental building blocks of attachment and its associated emotions, and 
resilience in the face of stress and novelty.  
 
The process of attachment is facilitated by the caregiver’s ‘contingent 
communication’ (Seigal, 2004). As explained by Siegel (2004) this type of 
communication involves the child’s signals being perceived, made sense of by the 
carer, and responded to in a timely and effective manner. Siegel states that attachment 
communication consists of attunement, balance, and a sense of integration. 
Attunement is a state in which there is an alignment of the parent’s own internal states 
with those of the child. Seigal explains this is often accomplished by the contingent 
sharing of non-verbal signals. Balance pertains to the child’s capacity to attain a 
balance of body, emotion, and states of mind through the attunement experience with 
the parent. A sense of integration is acquired by the child through its relationship with 
its parents, and results in a coherence of experience (2004).    
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As explained by Segal (2004) the child comes to feel both internally and 
interpersonally connected to others, within a sensitive form of care-giving that 
generates a feeling of safety, a sense of being understood, and the experience of needs 
being met. The caregiver is perceived as reliable in providing nurturance and 
protection. As discussed by Grossman & Grossman (1991), in the more mature 
adolescents, the term coherence is used to capture the quality of integrating 
contradictory or conflictual emotions and capturing the individual’s ability to make 
emotional information available through open communication, subsequently utilising 
it for their emotional health. If an individual receives contingent communication, then 
they develop a secure attachment that promotes well-being and serves as a source of 
resilience to stress (Siegel, 2004).           
 
Clear qualitative differences in dyadic communication styles have been found 
to parallel different attachment patterns in the strange situation. In exploring aspects 
of communication in the strange situation, Grossman and Grossman (1991) found 
open communication of emotions in secure dyads opposed to denial of negative 
feelings in dyads rated avoidant in their pattern of attachment. Grossman and 
Grossmann’s (1991) research showed that securely attached infants communicated 
more directly to parents, as opposed to avoidant infants who communicated in a less 
direct manner.  Likewise different attachment patterns of infant to mother and father 
have been reported and the communication style was found to be dependent on the 
quality of attachment to the parents present. Free affective exchanges, at 12 and 18 
months of age, were not a function of the individual infant’s communicative 
competence but a function of the infant-parent relationship.  
 
According to Laursen and Collins (2004) patterns of communication and 
interdependence that were established during childhood are assumed to be carried 
forward into adolescence. These different patterns of communication would be 
expected to impact on the quality of adolescent relationships with both parents and 
peers; and, the type and goal of peer group an adolescent would be attracted to or able 
to access. For example, to enter a Jocks group (e.g. football team) it may not be 
necessarily to have good communicative ability but an adolescent would be required 
to have good ball handling skills.   
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Laursen and Collin’s explain that patterns of communication with parents 
differentiate as the adolescent becomes more autonomous from their parents, but the 
degree to which the parent-child relationship changes depends on the degree to which 
the adolescent considers their exchanges with mother and father to be fair, which is 
closely linked to perceptions of relationship quality. For example, research (e.g. 
Freeman and Brown, 2001) has pointed to the quality of attachment relationships with 
parents as influencing preferences in attachment figures. Freeman and Brown (2002) 
used projective tests to examine the nature of attachment to parents and peers in early 
adolescence, their results showed that secure adolescents significantly favoured 
mothers over best friends, boy/girlfriends, and fathers. In contrast, insecure 
adolescents indicated a strong preference for boy/girlfriends and best friends as their 
primary target for attachment. These results suggest that at least for some adolescents 
poor communication with parents can lead to adolescents favouring relationships with 
peers over relationships with parents.    
 
Further, open communication with parents has been linked to lower levels of 
adolescent risk taking behaviour and high psychosocial adjustment (Guilamo-Ramos, 
Jaccard, Dittus & Bouris, 2006; Moitra and Mukherjee, 2009). For example, Guilamo-
Ramos, Jaccard, Dittus & Bouris (2006) utilised a communication framework of 
persuasion and attitude change to analyse parent-adolescent communication about 
adolescent risk behaviour. Three parent dimensions were deemed important: (a) 
perceived expertise, (b) perceived trustworthiness, and (c) perceived accessibility. 
Results from their surveys of mother-adolescent dyads drawn from economically 
disadvantaged neighbourhoods in New York City, showed weak correlations between 
how expert, trustworthy, and accessible, mothers thought they were for their 
adolescent, and how their adolescent son or daughter characterized them. All 
dimensions were related to how often the adolescents said they communicated with 
their mothers about a risky behaviour, and this was predictive of lower levels of 
adolescent risk taking behaviour. Other researchers (Moitra and Mukherjee, 2012) 
have reported that positive parent child communication leads to less sexual risk–
taking behaviours, and adolescents who lack open parental communication have been 
found to be more prone towards serious delinquency. Moitra and Mukherjee (2012) 
discuss how open communication between parent and adolescent may serve a 
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protective function for children against the development of depression and anxiety 
and engagement in antisocial activities, and may be positively related with the 
development of the adolescent’s moral reasoning, academic achievement and self-
esteem. Again, these research finding, highlight how the quality of communication in 
relationship with parents could be transferred, and play a role, in the type and quality 
of peer group an adolescent can access.   
 
Patterns of communication and degrees of interdependence with parents are 
considered to manifest in relationships with peers. The experience of coherence and 
openness in communication with parents and peers is depicted in IPPA items, for 
example: “My… [parent]… friend can tell when I’m upset about something”; “If 
my…[parent]… friend knows something is bothering me…[they]… ask me about it” 
(Armsden & Greensberg, 1987). IWM about parents’ capacity to respond or be 
available to communicate with their son or daughter would be expected to be 
transferred in forms of relational synchrony with peers.   
 
It is noted that research has consistently shown female adolescents manifest 
higher quality and more intimate relationships in their friendships than males 
(Radmacher & Azmitia, 2006). Throughout the literature female adolescents’ 
predominant focus on relationships and communication is highlighted (Connolly & 
McIsaac, 2009).   
 
3.2.3  Concept of Alienation  
 
The word alienation comes from the Latin for “other” and implies a view that people 
who are alienated function as other than fully human (Kalekin-Fishman, 2006).  
Alienation denotes “the condition of being an outsider or in a state of estrangement” 
and underlies the modern concept of being other directed (Bettelheim, 1979). Being 
other directed would have a major impact on an adolescents’ capacity to become 
autonomous (a major developmental milestone during adolescence), possibly a 
consequence of variability in the quality of adolescent peer relationships (e.g. leading 
to intrinsic versus extrinsic self-worth).  
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A number of authors (Geyer, 1996; Kalekin-Fishman, 2006) in reviewing 
Seeman’s (1959) classic literature review on the concept of alienation draw attention 
to the variability in defining the concept. The experience of alienation can be viewed 
as powerlessness, the inability to exercise power to overcome difficulties in one’s life 
(DeMan and Devisse, 1987). Powerlessness, or the feeling that one cannot exercise 
influence over the events in one’s life is closely related to Rotter’s (1966) construct of 
locus of control. Alienation can also be experienced as meaninglessness, through an 
inability to predict the outcomes of one’s actions. It can be a felt sense of 
normlessness or anomie, an inability to understand the norms that govern experience.  
It can be experienced as self-estrangement, functioning in ways that make it 
impossible to realise one’s interests; and it can be experienced as social isolation, the 
experience of isolation from the community in which a person lives (Geyer, 1996).   
 
Psychological definitions of alienation centre on two levels of experience. The 
first, level involves judgements concerning the subjective life of individual persons 
made by people observing the individual. The second level involves judgements made 
by the individuals who comment on their own subjectivity. Psychological alienation is 
a close state of self-alienation and refers to the awareness of separateness from one’s 
own inner reality. It can be described in terms of experiences of deficiencies in 
existence, cognition, conation, feelings, recalling, and behaving. For example, 
deficiency in existence relate to existential states of disappointment, isolation and 
meaninglessness (Johnson, 1973). Johnson (1973) explains that alienation can be 
contrasted by comparing it to its mirror image identity. Having a sense of identity or 
knowing who one is represents the polar opposite of felt estrangement from one’s self. 
The feeling of alienation has implications for the development of a healthy identity; 
securing a healthy identity is an important developmental task of adolescence.  
 
Newman and Newman (2001) discuss alienation with specific reference to 
adolescents as consisting of a sense of social estrangement, and an absence of social 
support or meaningful social connection (Mau, 1992; Newman & Newman, 2001). 
Alienation in relations with peers can be viewed as deriving from dilemmas 
associated with common identity, common bond, or both (Newman & Newman, 
2001). In this study a higher rating on alienation items from the IPPA are indicative of 
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second level experiences of alienation. For example, the perception of being unworthy 
of emotional validation (“Talking over my problems with my… [parents]… friends 
makes me feel ashamed or foolish”), a lack of mutual certainty (“It seems as if my 
friends are irritated with me for no reason”); concealment of true feelings (“I get upset 
a lot more than my… [parents]… friends knows about”), anger (“I feel angry with my 
friends”), and isolation (“I feel alone or apart when I am with my friends”) in 
interpersonal relations with parents and peers (Armsden & Greenberg, 1987).  
 
Alienation related to issues of common identity would be occurring when the 
adolescent is forced to take on a role, or is expected to comply with group 
expectations, to which they do not subscribe (Gordon, 1997; Newman & Newman, 
2001). According to De Saussure (1939; cited in Meissner, 1972) identification is 
produced by admiration, affection, and imitation, and in order for identification to 
occur, a relation of confidence and trust to the identified object must exist—therefore, 
trust is a precondition for identification. Adolescents would have to take a risk and 
trust peers in order to have access to identification processes for building identity, 
regardless of whether their opinions, beliefs and values substantially differ from those 
of the groups to which they are viewed to belong (Newman & Newman, 2001). 
Newman and Newman (2001) explain that in many schools students are often 
marginalized due to some marker like minority status, physical abnormalities, or 
developmental delays, or as a result of poor social skills and low academic 
motivation. They note these students are often typed as “nobodies,” “loners,” 
“disengaged,” or “outcasts”. 
 
Scheff (1997) provides another vantage point to view alienation in his 
discussion about the structure of social relationships involving a mixture of alienation 
and solidarity. He claims the attachment styles created by Ainsworth closely relate to 
social bonds. He explains that threats to a secure bond can come in two different 
forms: either the bond is too loose or too tight. In relationships where the bond is too 
loose, people may feel isolated and mutual misunderstanding or failure to understand, 
or even mutual rejection, is the result. In contrast, in relationships where the bond is 
too tight, people are engulfed, and at least one of the parties in the relationship (Scheff 
suggests the subordinate party) understands and embraces the standpoint of the other 
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person at the expense of their own beliefs, values or feelings. The other person is 
accepted at the cost of rejecting parts of oneself. According to Scheff, in engulfed 
families the child can only be “good” by blind obedience and conformity: by 
relinquishing its curiosity, intuition, or feelings, and this can be applied to dynamics 
in the peer group. Scheff points out that his definition of isolated corresponds with 
Ainsworth’s “anxious-avoidant” attachment type; what he defines as engulfment 
closely relates to her “anxious-ambivalent” type; and what he defines as solidarity or 
a secure bond relates to Ainsworth’s “secure” attachment type. Scheff explains that 
the emotion of pride signals and generates solidarity while the emotion of shame 
signals and generates alienation. Shame according to Scheff is the normal process of 
social control and becomes disruptive only if it is hidden or denied, and that denial of 
shame generates self-perpetuating cycles of alienation.     
 
Scheff bases his model of the social bond on the concept of attunement, which 
he equates with mutual identification and understanding. The affective-cognitive 
experience of understanding another person is called empathy, and it is conveyed as a 
non-verbal social signal. It is communicated (along with other non-verbal social 
signals like being polite, flirting, and (dis)agreement) through a complex aggregate of 
behavioural cues such as gazes, blinks, smiles, nods, arm crossing (Vinciarelli, Pantic, 
Bourlanr, Pentland, 2008). According to Vinciarelli, Pantic, Bourlanr, Pentland 
(2008) these social signals account for attitudes toward people, and illustrate the sorts 
of relationships people have, and whether people are happy with each other.  
Vinciarelli et al. (2008) explain that unlike verbal messages 5  this type of 
communication is typically honest and is considered one of the physical, detectable 
and measurable evidences of our inner life.          
 
Scheff (1997) assumes that in all human contact, if bonds are not being built, 
maintained or repaired then they are being damaged. He says that during every 
moment of contact, a person’s status relative to another person is continually being 
signalled, usually unintentionally. In Scheff’s scheme (which he describes as an 
extension of the work of Durkheim, 1905) a secure bond involves a balance between 
the viewpoint of self and other: this acceptance does not go to the extreme of giving 
                                                 
5 Like for example indirect speech (sexual come-ons, veiled threats, polite requests and concealed bribes) - see Pinker, Nowak & 
Lee (2008). 
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up major parts of one’s own viewpoint. Scheff explains that the self can only develop 
to the extent that its major features are accepted both by the self and significant others 
which constitutes healthy identity.  
 
Alienation is closely related to the attachment concepts of avoidance and 
rejection, which are constructs important to the security of attachment. When one 
senses that the attachment figure is not available, the attachment may become less 
secure, possibly based on feelings of alienation (Barrocas, 2006). 
 
3.3 Relationship of Attachment to Parenting and Mental Health 
 
Research asserts that loving parents form secure attachments with their children, 
frequently communicate approval and acceptance, and help their children to think 
positively about themselves (Doyle, Markiewicz et al. 2000). This is the concept of 
the looking glass self in action, where children form self-concepts that reflect the 
evaluations of significant people in their lives (Sigelman & Rider, 2009). Children 
with high self-esteem tend to be securely attached to parents who are warm and 
democratic (Arbona & Power, 2003; Sigelman & Rider, 2009). According to Izard 
(1991), emotional responsiveness from the caregiver affects personality 
characteristics, and intellectual and social development, and consequently their IWM. 
For example, the adolescent who is distressed most of the time will be much less 
inclined to explore and manipulate the environment, than the adolescent who has a 
high threshold for interest and enjoyment (Izard, 1991). It is the emotion of interest 
that drives exploratory behaviour. 
 
There is also evidence from research of attachment transfer with a very high 
correlation between the caregiver’s attachment status and the attachment of the infant 
with that particular caregiver (Fonagy, 1994; Brown & Wright, 2001; Sonkin, 2005). 
The attachment status of a prospective parent will predict the attachment status of 
their child to that parent with as high as 80% predictability (van Ijzendoorn, 1995, 
Sonkin, 2005). Adult biographical accounts also suggest intergenerational 
transmission of attachment patterns (Fonagy, 1994). This research links the adult state 
of mind in relation to their emotional experience during childhood to their parenting 
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practices, thus maintaining the attachment patterns. Cowan (1999, cited in Sonkin 
2005) illustrates extensive studies on the process of attachment status affecting the 
transition to parenthood.  
 
Attachment to parents has also been shown to impact on social judgement. In 
projective tests on interpersonal aggression, Dodge et al. (1986) found children with a 
secure attachment to mother were more often accurate or well-meaning in their social 
perception when compared to children with an avoidant attachment to mother. In the 
judgement of their preschool teachers these children were described more positively 
and more favourably along the dimensions of ego-control and ego-resiliency 
(Grossman & Grossman, 1991).  
 
Others researchers (see Cabrera, Fitzgerald, Bradley, & Roggman, 2007 for a 
review) have revealed differences in specificity in father–child attachment that seem 
to compliment maternal attachment. Research findings implicate mother as being 
more important in relationships, with youth feeling closer and having more conflict 
with mothers than fathers, and showing father less deference (Galambos, Berenbaum 
& McHale, 2009; Gorrese & Ruggieri, 2012). Among studies examining children’s 
attachment hierarchies from infancy to young adulthood, fathers are found to be the 
preferred target for attachment support in roughly 5–20% of cases (Ainsworth, 1967; 
Freeman & Brown,2001; Trinke & Bartholomew, 1997). According to Doherty and 
Feeney (2004) variability in use of fathers as attachment figures is largely attributed 
to the child’s age and gender; fathers are more likely to enjoy preferred status among 
male children and during their child’s development from late childhood to early 
adolescence. In contrast, infants and young adults are least likely to seek their fathers 
for attachment-type provisions, with the lowest percentage (less than 1%) found 
among young adult females in long term romantic relationships (Furman et al. 2007).  
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3.4 Criticism of Attachment and its Relation to Inter-subjectivity. 
 
In Bowlby’s (1997) discussion about the complex interplay between the attachment 
behavioural system and other behavioural systems he explained that the sociable 
system is distinct from the attachment behavioural system (Cassidy, 1999). He 
elaborated that the sociable system is a much broader concept than attachment and is 
not intended to cover behaviour that is directed towards one or a few particular 
figures, which is the hallmark of attachment behaviour. Affectional bonds are not 
synonymous with relationships. Relationships may be transitory, whereas affectional 
bonds are enduring. Additionally, relationships refer to the dyad, whereas affectional 
bonds are characteristic of the individual and entail representation in the individual’s 
internal organisation. The essential feature of an affectional bond is a desire to 
maintain closeness to the partner (Prior & Glaser, 2006).   
 
According to Bowlby (1979) the social system is most likely activated when 
the attachment system is not salient. As explained by Weiss (1998) relationships 
within which Bowlby’s ‘play and varied activities with peers’ occurs, constitute a 
second class of relationships, which are distinct from the class of attachments. 
According to Weiss (1998) participation in them is antithetic to the expression of 
relationships of attachment in they represents an alternative use of attention and 
energy (p.). The difference is explained by their different functions. The main 
function of attachment is to seek protection whereas the main function of inter-
subjectivity is to communicate at intuitive and automatic levels to facilitate social 
understanding (Cortina & Loitti, 2010). As explained by Jordon (1983) inter-
subjectivity carries with it some notion of motivation to understand another’s meaning 
system from his/her frame of reference and the ongoing and sustained interest in the 
inner world of the other person. Inter-subjectivity could be thought of as a relational 
frame of reference within which empathy is most likely to occur. Inter-subjectivity is 
a “holding” of the other’s subjectivity as central to the interaction with that individual 
(Jordan, 1983). Surrey (1984) has pointed to the centrality of mutual empathy in 
psychological development and of inter-subjectivity in relationships. The concept of 
inter-subjectivity stresses an understanding the other from his/her subjective frame of 
reference (Jordan, 1983).       
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A number of researchers (Bell & Richards, 2000; Cortina & Loitti, 2010) have 
argued the attachment literature has omitted critical discussions on the quality (e.g. 
felt security - its association with capacity to trust, and perceptions of caregiver 
responsiveness/sensitivity) of attachment, and the interplay of attachment with other 
behavioural systems (e.g. caregiving behavioural system and social behavioural 
system); as well as interdependence of systems. The research literature does not 
critically or clearly discuss attachment processes with respect to inter-personal and 
relationship development (Bell & Richard, 2000; Cortina & Loitti, 2010). Criticism 
has been directed to several undeveloped areas in attachment theory including: a 
coherent motivation for caregiving; a place for emotion in caregiving; a theoretical 
description of the attachment bond; and an explanation for responsiveness and 
sensitivity (Bell & Richard, 2000). 
 
Cortina and Liotti (2010) point out different origins of attachment and 
metalizing (advanced inter-subjectivity) and raise concerns about how researchers like 
Fonagy (2001) have used the concept of attachment in an undifferentiated manner; by 
revising the classic formulation of the function of attachment as protection in 
moments of danger to a “metalizing function”. Likewise, they discuss how these 
researchers “conflate” the attachment system with the caregiving system, and with 
self-object functions to account for affect regulation, validation and recognition. They 
agree that attachment figures do much more than provide protection for their infants 
during distress, but it is important not to confuse the parents’ abilities to regulate their 
infant’s arousal level and emotion, and to read their infant’s signals and respond 
empathically as attachment functions when they are functions of parenting and 
associated with the complimentary caregiving behavioural system (Bell & Richard, 
2000).    
 
Other researchers (e.g. Thompson, 2002) point to a body of literature that 
discredits the strength of relations between early attachment and later adaptation, and 
leads to conclusions that relations between attachment and later behaviour are at best 
weak. For example, hypotheses put forward to explain variability in stability of 
attachment include change in family stress and living conditions, leading to changes 
in familial interaction patterns and parental care which have an impact on attachment 
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security over time. Some research has shown that birth order can decrease security of 
attachment (Teti, Sakin, Kucera, Corns & Das Eiden, 1996).  According to Thompson 
(2002) based on these findings attachment theorists have agreed that early attachment 
experiences are important but that they can be transformed by later experiences, and 
as such, both developmental history and current circumstances are important, and that 
their relative influence can vary for different children.  
 
3.5 Conclusion        
 
Attachment theory postulates that repeated interactions with a primary caregiver 
during infancy become internalized and serve as a model for self in relationship to 
others (Ainsworth, 1973; 1991; Bowlby, 1977). Bowlby (1988) advanced the idea that 
IWM of the self with specific attachment figures during infancy and early childhood 
“increasingly become a property of the child himself” (p. 127). IWM or patterns of 
attachment are hypothesized to protect the individual by promoting proximity to the 
caregiver during threatening situations, as well as providing a template for emotion 
regulation at a physiological, cognitive and behavioural level. There are strong 
theoretical reasons and extensive empirical evidence to suggest the individual’s 
attachment with parents is connected in important ways to the quality of relationships 
and interactions with peers (Korbel, 2009). Early attachment experiences set the stage 
for later social-emotional functioning. IWM encompass views about the self, the other 
and the nature of relationships and lead to interpretive filters that guide subsequent 
beliefs and expectations about how to behave and what to expect from the social 
world. As such, IWM are said to form a bridge between experiences in the parent-
child relationship and the quality of relationships with others including peers (Booth 
& Kern, 2009).  
 
A large body of research literature supports the idea that intergenerational 
transmission of attachment style occurs. Although the form of secure base behaviour 
may change with age, the function of secure behaviour remains essentially the same 
(Allan et al., 2003). In interdependent relationships which are the hallmark of all close 
relationships (Jordan, 1983; Scheff, 1997; Siegel, 2004) partners engage in mutually 
influential exchanges and share the belief that their connections are reciprocal and 
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enduring. These enduring interconnections are internalised by participants and 
organised into mental schemas that shape expectations concerning future interaction. 
Cognitive advances during adolescence give rise to realisations that the rules of 
reciprocity and social exchange govern interactions with friends but not parents 
(Youniss & Smollar, 1985) and as such attachment to peers supersedes attachment to 
parents in the attachment hierarchy (Rosenthal & Kobak, 2010).   
 
The empirical work of this thesis will examine how attachment relationships 
with parents and peers contribute to the adolescent capacity to enter and move 
between groups in their peer world allowing maximum exposure to a variety of 
relationship experiences. Smetana (1999) explains that increasingly, conflict may 
occur in poor quality relationships with peers, leading to a decline in closeness, as 
adolescents express a growing dissatisfaction with unequal treatment, and 
unfavourable outcomes. It would be expected that participants with insecure 
attachment in these relationships, would not be equipped to navigate the challenges 
presented, owing to a lack of collaborative interactions and adequate exposure to 
constructive processes in order to build IWM for resolving disputes. This should have 
a bearing on the quality of friendships and the type of peer groups adolescents spend 
time in. Most models of the influence of parents and parent-child relationships on 
adolescent development share the assumptions that parents (and relationships with 
parents) shape adolescent outcomes, but there is little agreement on the particulars. 
Finally, there is a body of literature casting doubt on these claims by developmental 
researchers that attachment has a broad influence, and argue that this is a result of 
blurring and confusing the role of complementary behavioural systems.  
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Chapter 4  Parenting Style as a Structuring Force  
 
This chapter covers the history of the parenting concept and its measurement, and 
provides a review of parenting styles considered typical in the parent-child 
relationship. Specific hypotheses will be formulated about the parenting experience 
required for the adolescent to develop adequate capacity to enter, belong and move 
between peer groups in their social environment. 
 
4.1  Introduction  
 
Parents are active and reflective agents in the socialisation of their children (Schachter 
& Ventura, 2008). Parent-child relations influence all aspects of child development 
(Devries, 1997). They facilitate learning how to think and behave in specific 
situations, and help children understand that behaviour is dependent or contingent on 
the situation (Dodge, 2002). The role of parental relations in social development has 
been discussed in Chapter one in terms of unilateral relations with adults and equal 
relations with peers. However Piaget (1932, 1965) also discussed the moral impact 
parent-child relations have on development when he theorised about the socio-moral 
development of the child. He discussed this moral development in terms of the 
movement from dependence to independence. As explained by Devries, (1997), 
Piaget discussed the child’s movement from anomy (non-regulation by other or the 
self) to heteronomy (regulation by other) to autonomy (self-regulation), and he 
described two types of parent-child relations corresponding to two types of moral 
development. These will be used to illustrate the powerful force of parenting in 
shaping the adolescent’s regulatory capacity and sense of autonomy. The first type of 
parent-child relation is autonomous morality or self-regulation, which promotes 
development in all areas of functioning. In Piaget’s theory, individuals who are 
autonomously moral are guided by self-regulating principles and rules that are self-
constructed. These rules are driven by personal necessity for the individual (DeVries, 
1997). As DeVries explains, a person who is morally autonomous tends to follow 
internal convictions about the necessity of respect for persons in relationships. This 
type of parent-child relationship is characterised by mutual respect and cooperation. 
The second type of parent-child relationship consists of a morality of obedience or 
“heteronomous” morality, which involves regulation by others. In this type of 
P a g e  | 93 
 
 
relationship, the person’s activity is not regulated by moral or personal convictions, 
but instead by their impulsive or unthinking obedience (DeVries, 1997). This type of 
morality according to DeVries, develops in relations with parents who are coercive or 
constraining. Parents prescribe what the child must do by giving ready-made rules and 
instructions. In this relationship, respect is unilaterally directed from the child to the 
adult (DeVries, 1997). Piaget’s theory highlights how these different types of 
parenting can have a major influence in shaping enduring values, personality 
attributes, social orientations, and social skills (Maccoby, 1992).   
 
Research on parenting points out that a combination of encouraging the child 
to strive for autonomy by parents and a warm and close relationship with parents (e.g. 
emotional support, guidance, intimacy, secure attachment) is associated with healthy 
identity development and achievement (Beyers & Goossen, 2008)—which closely 
resembles autonomous morality. Exposure to qualitatively different parenting styles 
can be considered similarly to internal working models of attachment, where children 
acquire, as a consequence of their interactions with the primary carer, central 
messages (scripts, stories, schemas) about how the world works (Dodge 2002). For 
instance, if a child has been socialized in a caring and consistent way and their self-
reliance has been nurtured by early responsive care and effective dependency, they 
will learn that the world is safe and there is good reason to be optimistic (Sroufe 
2002). Parental involvement, cognitive stimulation, warmth and nurturance appear to 
have important protective effects for children (Serbin & Karp, 2003). In contrast, a 
child who has been socialised in a harsh or rejecting manner is more likely to learn 
that the world is hostile and that a more vigilant and defensive position is necessary to 
protect the self (Dodge, 2002). Further, children exposed to a history of childhood 
aggression in particular, tend to have continuing social, behavioural and health 
difficulties, as did their parents (Serbin & Karp, 2003). Parental experiences, like 
attachment experiences, are internalised through mechanisms of acquired patterns of 
processing the social world. These are hypothetically stored in memory as knowledge 
structures (in the form of beliefs about something) and serve as proximal guides for 
processing social cues online (Dodge, 2002). Theoretical perspectives converge on the 
proposition of the generational transference of parental attributes to their children 
(Belsky, Capaldi & Conger, 2009).  
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The following discussion will present a review of parenting styles to provide 
support for the view that the adolescents’ social capacity to relate, enter, and move 
around their peer world, is dependent to a large extent on the quality of their parenting 
experience. 
 
4.2 The Concept of Parenting Style and its Measurement 
 
Parenting style was originally developed as a heuristic device to describe the 
parenting environment (Darling & Steinberg, 1993). As explained by Baumrind 
(1991), the construct “parenting style” is used to capture normal variations in parent 
attempts to control and socialize children (Darling, 1999). As a consequence of 
different theoretical perspectives emphasising different processes through which 
parents influence their children, researchers began to direct effort toward assessing 
parenting styles (Darling & Steinberg, 1993). Darling and Steinberg (1993) discuss 
the different components of parenting style that have been examined, including 
parenting practices and behaviours (which they refer to as the behaviourist and social 
learning perspective), parental belief system (cognitive perspective); and the 
emotional relationship between the parent and the child (psychodynamic perspective). 
The behaviourists and social learning theorists put effort into categorising parenting 
styles according to parental behaviours and focused their efforts on parenting 
practices rather than parental attitudes. They used factor analysis to identify constructs 
like control as the behavioural attributes underlying a pattern of parental practise.   
 
One of these early studies was by Baldwin, Kalhorn and Breese (1945) and 
involved a long range investigation of child development from birth to childhood 
(Maccoby, 1980). This study involved parents being interviewed on a number of 
occasions during their child’s development, as well as being observed in the home. 
Detailed notes were taken during these parent-child interactions and the results were 
compiled using “syndrome analysis” (described as a technique for selecting clusters 
of related variables from a table of inter-correlations) which identified three central 
interaction syndromes in the analysis. The syndromes were labelled “democracy in 
the home”, “acceptance of child”, and “indulgence”. Democracy was defined by 
parents rating high on verbal communication; for example, consulting with the child 
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about decisions, offering explanations about rules in the family, and answering their 
child’s questions. Further, democracy was defined by the parent offering the child 
choice and freedom, encouraging the child to be self-reliant (by withholding help 
when the child could manage independently), and providing restraint when the child 
exhibited excessive emotional expression, while viewing the child objectively. The 
dimension of control was defined by parents rating highly if they had emphasised 
restrictions on the child’s behaviour and that these restrictions were clearly conveyed 
to the child; and that discipline was administered without conflict (Maccoby, 1980).   
Results of this study showed the families involved varied on the salient dimensions of 
democracy and control. Families with a democratic child rearing style were shown to 
be above average in demands they placed on the child and in the degree of control. 
Parent scores on the democracy factor were also correlated with the characteristics of 
the child, and it was found that children of democratic parents were found to be above 
average in ability to plan, fearlessness, leadership, aggressiveness and cruelty 
(Baldwin, 1948, 1949; Maccoby, 1980). Baldwin (1949) further developed his 
description of children of democratic parents in this study by indicating these children 
had a tendency to be “bossy”.  That is, they managed to control other children without 
letting the other children control them (Maccoby, 1980). As explained by Maccoby 
(1980), these children were also described as physically vigorous and active, highly 
social and less likely than other children to offer help or explore the physical 
environment. The conclusion reached from this study was that democratically reared 
children appeared to produce socially interactive children who effectively used both 
verbal persuasion and physical force in their social world, but who were not especially 
sensitive or susceptible to the needs of others (Maccoby, 1980).   
 
There was a shift from assessing parental behaviours to assessing parental 
attitudes because many investigators reasoned that parental attitudes captured the 
emotional tone of the family environment determining the parent-child relationship, 
and as such this tone would influence the child’s development (Darling & Steinberg, 
1993). Darling & Steinberg (1993) explained this shift caused a problem for 
researchers because behaviour is determined and made meaningful by attitudes, which 
are expressed through behaviour. They point out this gap was bridged by researchers 
focusing on emotional processes and by aggregating behaviour. So rather than using 
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individual practices to define parenting style, particular practices were grouped 
conceptually into broader categories or a typology of parenting style based on their 
potential to alter emotional processes.  
 
It wasn’t until Baumrind (1966), that a theoretical model emerged that 
incorporated emotional and behavioural processes. Baumrind (1966), a major pioneer 
of parenting style research, used a number of these early studies addressing the 
concept of behavioural control (e.g. demands for achievement, demands for polite 
responsible behaviour and reactive unqualified power assertion) to generate 
propositions concerning the effects on child behaviour of disciplinary techniques 
while developing her own research on parenting styles. She incorporated earlier 
models of socialisation into a conceptualisation of parenting styles with an emphasis 
on parent beliefs (Darling & Steinberg, 1993). Baumrind (1966, 1967, 1971 1973) 
studied the relationship between parents’ behaviour and children’s characteristics, 
starting with the assumption that children’s behaviour is organized and it is possible 
to identify consistent patterns or clusters of behaviour (refer Table 2). She examined 
the child-rearing practices associated with these clusters rather than trying to find 
correlates of single, isolated traits, assuming that important distinctions among 
parental behaviours would begin to emerge only through studies of combinations of 
characteristics (Maccoby, 1980).  
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Baumrind (1966) presented three prototypes of adult control (refer Table 2) which at 
the time had greatly influenced child-rearing practices.   
 
Table 2 Baumrind’s (1966) Parenting Style Typology 
Permissive Authoritarian Authoritative. 
The permissive parent attempts to 
behave in a non-punitive, accepting, 
and affirmative manner toward the 
child's impulses, desires, and actions.  
The permissive parent consults with 
their child about policy decisions and 
gives explanations for family rules. 
The permissive parent makes few 
demands for household responsibility 
and orderly behaviour. They presents 
themselves to the child as a resource 
for him/her to use 
as they wish, not as an ideal for 
him/her to emulate, nor as an active 
agent responsible for shaping or 
altering his/her ongoing or future 
behaviour. The permissive parent 
allows the child to regulate his/her 
own activities as much as possible, 
avoids the exercise of control, and 
does not encourage him/her to obey 
externally defined standards. The 
permissive parent attempts to use 
reason and manipulation, but not 
overt power, to accomplish their ends. 
The authoritarian parent attempts to 
shape, control, and evaluate the 
behaviour and attitudes of the child in 
accordance with a set standard of 
conduct, usually an absolute standard, 
theologically motivated and 
formulated by a higher authority. The 
authoritarian parent values obedience 
as a virtue and favours punitive, 
forceful measures to curb self-will at 
points where the child's actions or 
beliefs conflict with what she thinks 
is right conduct. The authoritarian 
parent believes in keeping the child in 
his place, in restricting his autonomy, 
and in assigning household 
responsibilities in order to inculcate 
respect for work. The authoritarian 
regards the presentation of order and 
traditional structure as a highly 
valued end in itself. The authoritarian 
parent does not encourage verbal give 
and take, believing that the child 
should accept his/her word for what is 
right. 
The authoritative parent attempts to 
direct the child's activities in a 
rational, issue-oriented manner. The 
authoritative parent encourages verbal 
give and take, shares with the child 
the reasoning behind his/her policy, 
and solicits his/her objections when 
he/she refuses to conform. Both 
autonomous self-will and disciplined 
conformity are valued by the 
authoritative parent. Therefore, the 
authoritative parent exerts firm 
control at points of parent-child 
divergence, but does not hem the 
child in with restrictions. The 
authoritative parent enforces his/her 
own perspective as an adult, but 
recognizes the child's individual 
interests and special ways. The 
authoritative parent affirms the child's 
present qualities, but also sets 
standards for future conduct. He/she 
uses reason, power, and shaping by 
regime and reinforcement to achieve 
his/her objectives and does not base 
his/her decisions on group consensus 
or the individual child's desires. 
Reproduced from Baumrind (1966) 
 
Baumrind articulated and enlarged the concept of parental control which had 
been previously defined in a number of ways. These definitions included the use of 
strictness, physical punishment, or use of explanations. She used the concept of 
control to refer to parent attempts to integrate the child into the family and society 
through demanding behavioural compliance (Darling & Steinberg, 1993).   
Baumrind (1967, 1971) conducted a number of studies contrasting the child-rearing 
behaviour of parents and found three groups of children that differed in their social 
and emotional behaviours. The first group consisted of parents with children who 
were the most self-reliant, self-controlled, explorative, and content. Baumrind found 
these parents tended to be controlling and demanding, but they were also warm, 
rational, and receptive to the child’s communication. This unique combination of high 
control and positive encouragement of the child’s autonomous and independent 
strivings she called “authoritative” parental behaviour. In comparison, the second 
group of parents where observed to have children who were discontent, withdrawn 
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and distrustful. The parents of these children tended to be detached and controlling, 
and less warm than the other parents. Baumrind labelled these “authoritarian” parents. 
The third group consisted of parents with children who were described as the least 
self-reliant, explorative and self-controlled.  The parents of these children were 
observed to be non-controlling, non-demanding and relatively warm. These parents 
she labelled “permissive” (Baumrind, 1967, 1971). 
 
Over a period of three to five months members of Baumrind’s research team 
recorded interpersonal and social behaviour of the children as they engaged in 
activities in the nursery school. Following the collection of these data, she applied 
cluster analysis to the results and assigned subjects to groups on the basis of their 
patterns of scores on the obtained clusters. These patterns were defined so they would 
fit definitions of Authoritarian, Authoritative, and Permissive (Baumrind, 1971). As 
explained by Darling and Steinberg (1993), Baumrind conceptualised parenting style 
from the position of the parents’ values and their beliefs about the role of parents and 
the nature of children; and then used these to define naturally occurring patterns of 
affect, practices, and values. Further, they point out her operationalisation of 
parenting style set her apart from earlier researchers in a number of ways. Her 
research outlined the broad function of parenting control and distinguished between 
three qualitatively different types of control, and importantly, she found parents who 
differed in the way they use authority, as well as differing along other dimensions. For 
example, she found parents with permissive and authoritarian control practices tended 
to make fewer maturity demands, communicated less effectively and more 
unilaterally. They were also found to act in a less nurturing manner than authoritative 
parents. She found that compared to authoritative parents, both authoritarian and 
permissive parents were similar in their relative detachment, the ineffectiveness of 
their communication skills, and their low maturity demands (Baumrind, 1968). As put 
by Darling and Steinberg (1993) this provided empirical as well as conceptual support 
for her configurational approach.       
 
Each of these parenting styles have been found to reflect different naturally 
occurring patterns of parental values, practices and behaviours, with a distinct balance 
of responsiveness and demandingness (Darling, 1999). As explained by Darling 
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(1999) authoritative parents tend to monitor and impart clear standards with respect to 
how they want their children to behave. These parents were described by Baumrind 
(1991) to be assertive, but not intrusive or restrictive; and their disciplinary methods 
as supportive rather than punitive. Baumrind (1991) added these parents want their 
children to be assertive as well as socially responsible, and have the capacity to self-
regulate as well as be cooperative. In contrast, Authoritarian parents have 
expectations their child will be obedient and status oriented. These parents expect 
their orders to be obeyed without explanation (Baumrind. 1991). As explained by 
Darling (1999), both parenting types provide well-ordered and structured 
environments with clearly stated rules, but Authoritarian parental control can be 
divided into two types: non-authoritarian-directive, who are directive, but not 
intrusive or autocratic in their use of power, and authoritarian-directive or highly 
intrusive in their use of power.   
 
In contrast to the similarities in authoritative and authoritarian parenting, 
permissive parents are more responsive than demanding. Permissive parents are non-
traditional and lenient, they do not require mature behaviour, they allow considerable 
self-regulation, and avoid confrontation (Baumrind, 1991). According to Macobby 
(1980), it is important to point out that no parent fits a given category all the time. 
That is, no parent is always permissive, or always authoritarian. These parenting 
categories are simply dominant patterns that reliably distinguish certain parents from 
each other.     
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4.3 Disaggregating Parenting Styles 
 
Since the development of Baumrind’s (1971) typology, numerous researchers have 
spent time disaggregating the dimensions embedded in the parenting styles including 
demandingness, responsiveness and parental control. As pointed out by Darling 
(1999), parenting style captures two important elements of parenting: parental 
responsiveness (also referred to as parental warmth and or supportiveness) and 
parental demandingness (also referred to as behavioural control). Baumrind (1991) 
states that parental responsiveness refers to “the extent that parents intentionally foster 
individuality, self-regulation, and self-assertion by being attuned, supportive, and 
acquiescent to children’s special needs and demands”, and parental demandingness 
refers to “claims parents make on children to become integrated into the family 
whole, by their maturity demands, supervision, disciplinary efforts and willingness to 
confront the child who disobeys (p. 61-62).”      
 
Expanding on Baumrind’s parenting typology, Maccoby and  Martin (1983) 
explored the multi-dimensional nature of her parenting styles and categorised parents 
according to whether they were high or low on parental demandingness and 
responsiveness (Barber, 1996).  They combined these dimensions to create four 
categories of parent: authoritative (high demandingness and high responsiveness); 
authoritarian (high demandingness and low responsiveness); indulgent or permissive 
(low demandingness and high responsiveness); and indifferent or neglecting (low 
demandingness and low responsiveness) (Paulson & Sputa, 1996). They further 
divided Indulgent parents into two types: democratic parents, who are lenient but 
more conscientious, and engaged and committed to the child; and nondirective 
parents. The fourth parenting type was described as the uninvolved parent, low in 
both responsiveness and demandingness, and in extreme cases both rejecting-
neglecting and neglectful of the child (Darling, 1999).     
 
Darling & Steinberg (1993) point out Maccoby & Martin’s (1983) reworking 
of Baumrind’s typology does not directly correspond to the patterns described by 
Baumrind. They provide examples of Maccoby & Martin explicitly separating their 
discussion of parental communication patterns from their discussion of parenting 
style, even though reciprocity of communication and use of explanations and 
P a g e  | 101 
 
 
reasoning are important characteristics used by Baumrind to distinguish authoritative 
from authoritarian. They explain Lewis (1981) outlined that it is not the high control 
characteristic of authoritative families that helps children to develop an independent 
and autonomous sense of self while confronting rules, but rather the reciprocal 
communication characteristics of authoritative families. That is, authoritatively reared 
children are influenced by their parents’ openness to bidirectional communication 
(Darling & Steinberg, 1993). Further, with respect to the dimension of control:  
“Differences in the quality of control between authoritative and authoritarian parents 
may not be captured in models that rely solely on the measurement of responsiveness 
and demandingness, because they do not include assessments of other important 
distinguishing features, such as restrictiveness, autonomy granting, warmth, and 
coerciveness (Darling & Steinberg, 1993, p 492)”   
 
More recently Davidov and Grusec (2006) advocated a differentiated approach 
to parenting style based on two different aspects of parenting being grouped together 
in research. They examined parental responsiveness to child distress and warmth, in 
an attempt to tease apart their relations to child outcomes. According to them 
responsiveness refers to the nature of parents’ reactions along a continuum of positive 
and negative responses when the child is upset or distressed. High responsiveness 
corresponds to positive affect, affection, and admiration toward the child, whereas 
low responsiveness corresponds with insensitive responses such as hostility, 
dismissing, or distress. Responsiveness fits with emotional availability and this aspect 
of carer-child interaction highlights sensitivity and appropriate responsiveness to 
behaviour and emotion in everyday interaction, and relates to attachment security 
(Chaudhuri, Easterbrooks & Davis, 2009).   
  
Several reasons for separating responsiveness to distress and warmth have 
been put forward (Davidov & Grusec, 2006). Firstly, responsiveness to distress is 
central to the development of attachment security and to self-regulation of stress; and 
warmth may be implicated more in the development of social reciprocity (Bugental, 
2000). In a study conducted by Davidov and Grusec (2006), separate linkages 
between these two features (responsiveness to distress and warmth) of positive 
parenting and different aspects of children's socio-emotional functioning were found 
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in a sample of 106 children (6–8 years old). As the researchers had expected, mothers' 
and fathers' responsiveness to distress, but not warmth, predicted better negative 
affect regulation. Maternal responsiveness to distress also predicted children's 
empathy and prosocial responding. They found that maternal warmth, but not 
responsiveness to distress, was linked to better regulation of positive affect and (in 
boys only) to greater peer acceptance. The researchers also found that negative affect 
regulation mediated between maternal responsiveness to distress and children's 
empathic responding. Positive affect regulation mediated between maternal warmth 
and boys' peer acceptance. The researchers concluded that their findings support a 
differentiated approach to positive parenting. These constructs can be considered to be 
involved in distinct biological systems (MacDonald, 1992), the attachment 
behavioural system (responsiveness to distress) versus the social behavioural system 
(warmth), and play different roles in the internalisation of values (Grusec & Kinney, 
2000).  
 
In addition to differing on responsiveness and demandingness, the parenting 
styles also differ in the extent to which they are characterized by a third dimension: 
psychological control. Behavioural control, when compared to psychological control, 
refers to parental behaviours that involve the parent monitoring and having 
knowledge of the child’s activities and associates (Collins, 2005). Psychological 
control “refers to control attempts that intrude into the psychological and emotional 
development of the child (Barber, 1996, p3296)” through the use of parenting 
practices such as guilt induction, withdrawal of love, or shaming. One key difference 
between authoritarian and authoritative parenting is in the dimension of psychological 
control. Both authoritarian and authoritative parents place high demands on their 
children and expect children to behave appropriately and obey parental rules but 
authoritarian parents expect their children to accept their judgements, values, and 
goals without question. On the other hand, authoritative parents are open to give and 
take with their children, and offer more explanations. Thus, although authoritative and 
authoritarian parents are equally high in behavioural control, the authoritative parent 
tends to be low in psychological control when compared to the authoritarian parent 
(Barber, 1996).     
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The complex nature of parental control reveals some important considerations, 
such as separating psychological control - control that impacts on psychological and 
emotional autonomy, from behavioural control - control that impacts conformity to 
rules and regulations (Barber, 1996). According to Barber (1996) this is important 
because each form of control is focused on a different aspect of child development, as 
well as highlighting the question of whether psychological control uniquely affects 
aspects of child functioning. Barber (1996) discusses how psychological control may 
have a particular effect on internalising problems in contrast to behavioural control 
which may be more directly linked with externalising problems. Barber’s (1996) 
study suggests psychological control is a significant predictor of youth problem 
behaviour in that it is associated with depression and antisocial behaviour. The study 
also demonstrated the proposed association between behavioural control and 
externalising behaviour. Other researchers (Barber, Stolz and Olsen, 2005) have 
discussed how low levels of parental behavioural control have been consistently 
linked to higher externalising problem behaviours.   
 
Other researchers have drawn attention to the complex nature of different 
aspects of behavioural control. Australian researchers have discussed the construct of 
parental monitoring (a component of parent behavioural control, according to Barber, 
[1996]) as consisting of three factors (Kerr & Stattin, 2000; Kerr, Stattin & Trost, 
1999; Hayes, Hudson and Matthews, 2003): knowledge, as a consequence of the child 
spontaneously telling the parents what they are doing (child disclosure); the parents 
asking child what they have been doing (parental solicitation), and parents 
administering rules and limit setting (parental control).   
 
Owing to the complex dimensionality of the parenting style construct, a 
number of researchers have suggested parenting style is best considered as a context 
(Chan, Bowes & Wyver, 2009; Darling & Steinberg, 1993) or they have 
recommended process models as a more helpful approach to examining parent-child 
interaction (Hayes, Hudson and Matthews, 2003). According to Darling and Steinberg 
(1993) parenting style is best described as a context that moderates the influence of 
specific parenting practises on the child. They explain that in this sense, parenting 
consists of a constellation of attitudes toward the child which are communicated to the 
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child and, taken together, create an emotional climate (gestures, change of tone or 
spontaneous expression of emotion). It is in this emotional climate that the parents’ 
behaviours (specific goals, parental duties) are expressed.  
 
Likewise, Darling (1999) maintains that by conceptualising parenting style as 
a typology, rather than a linear combination of responsiveness and demandingness, 
each parenting style is more than and different from the sum of its parts—however, in 
research it is common to separate the perceived constituent elements of psychological 
phenomena in order to reduce complexity by isolating one element at a time. 
Vygotsky (1987) argued that isolating elements resulted in the loss of the 
relationships between elements, as well as potentially distorting the elements 
themselves. To explain this idea he offered an analogy. He likened the difficulty in 
unravelling the interconnection of speech and thinking as similar to the problem of 
attempting to characterize the properties of water by decomposing water into the 
separate elements hydrogen and oxygen a researcher: “[the researcher] will discover, 
to his chagrin, that hydrogen burns and oxygen sustains combustion” (p. 45). Instead, 
maintaining the dialectical relationship between concepts enables attention to 
dynamic processes, rather than a simplistic and potentially distorted product a 
consequence of separate elements, or a static “fossilized behaviour.”  
 
As explained by Darling and Steinberg (1993) the typologies are independent 
of the content of parenting behaviour and describe parent-child interactions across a 
wide range of situations. In contrast, parenting practices by definition are domain 
specific. Further, Darling and Steinberg (1993) argue because parenting style is 
theoretically independent of specific socialization content and because a style is 
displayed across a range of parent-child interactions, parenting style conveys to the 
child the parents’ attitude toward the child, rather than toward the child’s behaviour.  
  
Hence, the present study uses Baumrind’s original parenting typology in the 
form of a questionnaire developed by Buri (1991). Buri’s rationale for developing a 
Likert-type questionnaire to measure parenting styles was to eliminate the time and 
special training required for data collection outlined in Baumrind’s model. Buri 
(1991) focused on the parental authority construct in Baumrind’s typology which 
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outlines a naturally occurring ensemble of rights and powers that the mother and 
father have over their children. Questionnaire items are stated from the point of view 
of an individual evaluating the patterns of authority exercised by his or her parents. 
Given that individuation and separation is a central developmental task, the style of 
parental authority used in relations with adolescents is expected to impact on the 
development of the adolescent’s sense of autonomy and self-esteem, and 
consequently influence how they relate morally in the peer group. For example, 
Smetana (1995) found conceptions of parental authority and parenting styles both 
contributed significantly to emotional autonomy and adolescent-parent conflict. As 
discussed and demonstrated in research (Durbin et al. 1993; Freeman & Brown, 2001) 
the adolescents’ parenting style, like their attachment style may influence their 
preference for peer group establishment (adult versus peer), as well as the quality of 
peer relationships within those groups and the capacity to enter and move between 
groups. Further, as alluded to by Vygotsky (1986), those relational experiences shared 
by adolescents with their peers within the group context are considered to impact on 
the adolescents’ social skill development and sense of self—and may impact on health 
outcomes. 
 
4.4 Research Supporting the Social Benefits of Authoritative Parenting  
 
A consistent finding in the research is that authoritative parental behaviour promotes 
self-control and positive self-esteem in children through a process of setting clear and 
consistent limits and using reasoning to explain them to the child (Maccoby & Martin, 
1983).  The development of self-control seems to involve the child using self-
reflective practices like observing their own actions (self-monitoring); knowing 
whether or not their behaviour is acceptable (self-evaluation); and providing self-
reinforcement, by rewarding oneself for performing acceptable behaviours (Kanfer, 
1970). Self-control seems to be related to self-esteem both directly and indirectly. 
Firstly, a child who is capable of directing his/her own activities, and emotional 
expression, may feel more competent; and secondly, a child who directs his/her 
behaviour in socially acceptable and appropriate ways is likely to receive more 
approval and positive regard from others. Children with high self-esteem also have 
stronger feelings of personal efficacy or feelings of control (Hartup, 1983).   
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Parents whose children have high self-esteem also enforce clearly stated rules 
of behaviour by allowing their children to express their opinions and participate in 
decision making. This democratic parenting style is likely to give children a firm basis 
for evaluating their behaviour and sends them the message that their opinions are 
respected. The relationship between high self-esteem and a warm, democratic 
parenting style has been observed in most ethnic groups in the United States and other 
countries (Scott & McCabe, 1991; Stienberg, Dornbusch, & Brown, 1992; Sigelman 
& Rider, 2009). In a longitudinal study on the relation between parenting and health 
behaviours in the transition between childhood and adolescence, Lohaus, Vierhaus, 
and Bell (2009) found that later health behaviour showed substantial correlations to 
previous health behaviours over a 3 year interval, and that this result was significantly 
affected by the perceived maternal and paternal parenting style and by gender. In 
contrast, there is strong evidence that family factors like negative parenting styles and 
insecure parent-child attachment are closely associated with behavioural problems 
(e.g. aggressive behaviours), dispositional characteristics and low self-esteem (Gomez 
& McLaren, 2007). 
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4.5 Conclusion 
 
A body of research supports exposure to authoritative parenting style as having the 
most adaptive outcomes for children from European American, middle-class 
backgrounds (Karavasilit, Doyle & Markiewicz, 2003; Steinberg, Lamborn, Darling, 
Mounts & Dornbusch, 1994). The authoritative adolescent-parent relationship 
provides a warm and close emotional climate in which the provision of support, 
guidance, intimacy and secure attachment characteristic are associated with the 
development of motivation to achieve, healthy identity, (Beyers & Goossen, 2008; 
Chaudhuri, Easterbrooks, Davis, 2009) and autonomous morality (DeVries, 1997). It 
is the high control and reciprocal communication elements of the authoritative 
adolescent-parenting relationship that is proposed to assist in the development of an 
independent and autonomous sense of self (Chaudhuri, Easterbrooks, Davis, 2009; 
Darling & Steinberg, 1993). The relational attributes of different parenting styles 
reflects the naturally occurring patterns of parental values, practices and behaviour 
with a distinct balance of responsiveness and demandingness. These relational 
patterns generate variable messages about how the world works (Dodge 2002) and 
contribute to the construction of IWMs about safety and the accessibility of the world 
(Sroufe, 2002).  
The quality of an adolescents’ individuation and separation experience is 
expected to be mediated by the style of parental authority used in relations with 
adolescents. The different parenting styles are expected to have an influence on 
shaping the adolescent’s values, personality attributes, social skills and social 
orientation (Maccoby, 1992). Research (e.g. Smetana, 1995) has found conceptions of 
parental authority and parenting styles contribute significantly to emotional autonomy 
and to adolescent-parent conflict.  
Research (Durbin et al. 1993; Freeman & Brown, 2001) has also found that 
the adolescents’ parenting style may influence the adolescents’ preference for peer 
group. Further, these different types of parenting styles are expected to be associated 
with the structuring of adolescent peer group culture/context and have a bearing on 
the adolescents’ capacity to enter and move between groups.  
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Chapter 5  Integration of Chapters 
 
This chapter provides an integration of the identified developmental themes which 
apply to the adolescent phase of development. The literature review contains a body 
of theory and research that has been drawn together to explain how adolescents 
develop in relationships in socio-cultural contexts of family and peer group. For the 
purposes of the current study, culture has been defined as the shared system of 
relationships that adolescents have with their parents and their peers (Youniss, 1992); 
and the group context has been defined as the organisation and composition of these 
relationships into sets of interpersonal conditions, considered relevant to the 
adolescents’ behaviour, and also external to behaviour, but shaped and interpreted by 
the adolescent (Boyce et al., 1998). Numerous theoretical perspectives and extensive 
empirical evidence, point to the adolescent’s family experience as being connected in 
important ways to the quality of the adolescent’s relationships and interactions with 
peers (Booth & Kern, 2009). Attachment theory (Bowlby, 1969, 1973, 1988; Schore, 
2001, 2008; Seigal, 2004; Sroufe & Waters 1977) and research on parenting style 
(Baumrind, 1966, 1967, 1971, 1991; Youniss, Corsaro, Piaget, Vygotsky) is used to 
provide an explanatory framework for the examination of a parent-peer group 
connection, and to construct an argument about the adolescent’s parenting experience 
impacting not only on individual development, but the development of qualitatively 
different peer group relationships. In the present study peer groups are considered 
significant social context in which the adolescent achieves autonomy from both 
parents and peers (Allan, Porter & Farland, 2006); and they are the space where 
adolescents determine their identity (Erikson, 1968; Gordon, 1997, 1999; Rachman, 
1995). The successful negotiation of autonomy and identity during adolescence is 
considered a major determinant in health outcomes for adolescents (Connolly & 
Goldberg, 1999, Deater-Dechard, 2001; Gordon, 1997, 1999, 2012).  
 
Two types of parent-child relations corresponding to two types of moral 
development can be viewed as setting the scene for autonomy striving. As theorised 
by Piaget (1932, 1965) and discussed by DeVries (1997) in his analysis of Piaget’s 
social psychology, these include autonomous morality or self-regulation which 
promotes development in all areas of functioning, and heteronomous morality which 
distorts development. The adolescent who develops autonomous morality is guided by 
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self-regulating principles and rules that are self-constructed. These rules are driven by 
personal necessity for the individual and follow internal convictions about the 
necessity of respect for persons in relationships—interpersonal relations with parents 
are characterised by mutual respect and cooperation. This style is contrary to the 
second type of parent-child relation, heteronomous morality, which promotes a 
morality of obedience and involves regulation by others. In this type of relationship 
the person’s activity is not regulated by moral or personal convictions, but instead by 
their impulsive or unthinking obedience, they are expected to follow ready-made rules 
and instruction—interpersonal relations with parents are characterised as coercive or 
constraining (DeVries, 1997). Healthy autonomy is considered the capacity for 
independent thought, feeling and action and it arises during the process of 
individuation and exploration during adolescence (Connolly & Goldberg, 1999) and 
applies to Piaget’s autonomous morality. Likewise, individuation and exploration play 
a role in building identity through the process of identification the adolescent 
establishes and maintain differentiation from others, while enhancing feelings of 
closeness to them. This is why the peer group takes on new significance, because 
without the experience of observing the self, outside the family in a peer group of 
equals, the development of a general sense of self and identity (Hamm & Faircloth, 
2005) is likely to be stunted.  
 
Theorists and researchers (Corsaro, 1985; Piaget, 1965; Youniss, 1980) 
discuss this development occurring in different types of relationships. One type 
consists of unilateral relationships with adults, where children are viewed as taking 
complimentary positions to the adult; another type consists of relationships with 
peers, where symmetrical reciprocity is later transformed into direct reciprocity 
through procedures of discussion, debate and compromise with peers as they mature 
(Piaget, 1965). Theorists and researchers suggest there is transference of relational 
content between the adult-child and peer-peer worlds (Corsaro, 1985; Gordon, 1997; 
1998; Youniss, 1980), and a reworking of adult themes (Corsaro, 1985; Gordon, 
1997; Hartup, 1979, 1983; Hartup & Laursen, 1999) is undertaken in relationships 
with peers, which may well be the result of interpretive reproduction, possibly a 
component of Vygosky’s natural law of development on the social plane (Corsaro, 
1998; Vygotsky, 1981, 1986). Further, this development in relationships is considered 
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to occur within zones of proximal development through the provision of scaffolding 
structures provided by adults and peers (Hartup, 1995; Hinde et al., 1985). To 
illustrate: scaffolding in the unilateral relation of parent-child dyad might take the 
form of a formal structured situation of teacher and learner, with the child adopting a 
complimentary position of learner (Youniss, 1980; Youniss and Smollar, 1985); 
alternatively, the learning may be the result of conflict in relations with parents 
(characteristic of tensions in unequal and repressed communications) where the child 
is forced to develop an awareness of their position in learning (Vygotsky, 1986). In 
contrast, in peer-peer relationships, adolescents have the opportunity to rework social 
themes and communications played out with parents on an equal footing (Youniss, 
1980). Vygotsky (1986) drew attention to the importance of the quality of social 
interactions in this learning.    
  
The literature review follows the adolescents’ psychic emergence from 
symbiotic and rhythmic attunement in relations with the primary caregiver, 
progressing to established patterns of perceiving and interacting in the social 
environment. This development occurs in an emotional climate captured by parenting 
styles, which have been dynamically conceptualised by researchers as affective 
attitudes directed toward the child (Darling & Steinberg, 1993). As explained by 
Bowlby and Ainsworth (Bretherton, 1992), primary relationships with parents instil a 
sense of security or insecurity in the child leading to different trusting orientation and 
communicative ability. The strength of security in turn leads to expectancies about the 
responsiveness and accessibility of parents and later peers to meet the adolescent’s 
needs. The theoretical products of this process are IWMs considered emergent 
properties of trial and error interactions in relationships initially with primary carers, 
and then later extended through interactions in other dyads and groups. These models 
are shaped, extended and reshaped to determine “best contextual fit” as the child 
enters adolescence and works to become autonomous and build identity. This shaping 
and developmental extending of personal capacity in social relations is, according to 
Vygotsky (1981, 1986), a natural law of development and precedes the emergence of 
all psychological functioning.  
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An explanation of how the cognitive affective dimensions of felt security and 
the emotional climate provided in relations with parents is shared, absorbed and 
enacted in peer relations is provided using Vygotsky’s law of cultural development 
and ego identity development theory. As explained by Vygotsky’s law, the acquisition 
of any skill or function first occurs on the social plane, between people and only after 
experience in action, is a representation internalised into an individual configuration 
within the person (the intra-personal plane). Identity theory and social categorisation 
theory have been used to explain social identity development and the mechanisms 
(e.g. identification, movement and salience of identity) in interpersonal and group 
interaction all assisting in the building of the adolescent. The developmental 
importance of the adolescent peer group as a space to do this work has been discussed 
in terms of the development of autonomy, identity, and cognitive and social 
functioning.      
 
Gordon (personal communication, 2012) suggests that the sense of 
“belonging” an adolescent gets from their group participation is an outcome of these 
social and relational processes. In fact, homophily may be required in order to create 
zones of proximal development that provide the necessary scaffolding conditions 
(Ackland & O’Neil, 2011; McPherson, Smith-Lovin & Cook, 2001) to achieve this 
development. The importance of attachment and parenting style in this process comes 
with emphasis placed on the emotional quality and structure of relational dynamics in 
the zone of proximal development that is required to provide the potential of learning 
in advance of development (Vadeboncoeur & Collie, 2012). It is through building an 
atmosphere of trust where individuals can disclose vulnerabilities where they might 
otherwise have received criticism or rejection, that relationships and peer groups 
create distinct learning opportunities (Lewin, 2005). It is this learning and the 
emotional climate in which it is embedded that pulls development forward. Further, 
the adolescent is considered to need a variety of environments, including those 
constituted with the caregivers, with educators in formal and informal contexts and 
with peers to facilitate cultural development through learning (Vadeboncoeur & 
Collie, 2012); as well as consolidate autonomy and identity. Without adequate 
exposure to egalitarian relations and a variety of peer group experiences the 
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adolescent emotional, psychological and behavioural development can be 
compromised.   
 
Theorists and researchers (Brown & Klute, 2006; Gordon,1979) have 
discussed how adolescent relationships and peer groups comprise dynamic social 
systems through evolving sets of relationships that become organized into different 
levels of interaction (Brown & Klute, 2006). As pointed out by Brown and Klute 
(2002) the adolescent’s success in negotiating this dynamic system is influenced by 
their history of relationships and the social skills the adolescent brings to these 
relationships. Researchers (Brown et al. 1994; Dunphy, 1963; La Gaipa, 1979) have 
identified that the peer social system becomes more elaborate and complex with new 
relationships (e.g. mixed-gender groups, dating couples) and new levels of interaction 
(e.g. reduction of the importance of status and membership of crowds) emerging as 
the adolescent moves into adolescence (Brown and Klute, 2002). As has been 
discussed by Brown and Klute (2002), adolescents amass considerable experience 
negotiating interactions in peer groups, which are constituted as either formal 
relationships (organized and supervised by adults) or informal relationships (resulting 
from participation in cliques and crowds).  
 
Broadly speaking adolescents with emotional, behavioural and psychological 
problems experience peer relationship problems which can arise from two distinct 
social styles: withdrawal from social interactions and aggressiveness in social 
interactions (Parker & Asher, 1987; Connolly & Goldberg, 1999). Withdrawn youth 
experience difficulties in behaviour patterns related to a lack of inclusion into peer 
groups and with skill difficulties centring on initiation and maintenance of 
friendships. According to Connolly & Goldberg (1999), it seems these youth will find 
it difficulty being accepted into groups like same-sex cliques, with subsequent 
difficulty establishing connections with a mixed-sex peer group, leading to problems 
in accessing and engaging in romantic relationships. In contrast, aggressive youth 
tend to congregate with like peers and it is likely this aggression extends to romantic 
relations in the form of bullying and sexual harassment (Connolly & Goldberg, 1999; 
Dodge, 2002; Gordon, 1997, 1999).   
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In this thesis, the quality of the adolescent-parent relationship, as measured by 
an attachment and parenting style inventory, is expected to have an impact on the 
quality of interpersonal relations in peer-peer exchanges. It is argued this is a 
consequence of qualitative differences in the development of a sense of security in 
self and others, and the emotional climate provided by different types of parenting 
styles (e.g. authoritative, authoritarian, and permissive)—viewed as impacting on the 
adolescents’ capacity to relate. For example, authoritative parenting, touted as 
providing the healthiest emotional climate, has been shown to contribute to the 
development of adequate social skill and a healthy self-esteem. Further, it is 
hypothesised that the relational characteristics of attachment and parenting style will 
contribute to the adolescents’ ability to enter and move between their peer group 
systems. 
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PART 3:   METHOD AND RESULTS 
 
Chapter 6  Research Aims and Method 
 
6.1  Research Aims and Hypotheses 
 
The aim of this research was to examine the association between the relational 
characteristics of attachment and parenting style and adolescents’ access to the 
processes and functions of the peer group. This question is important because of the 
central role adolescence plays in development, particularly the changing quality of 
relationships with parents and peers and the nature of the peer group taking on new 
functional and developmental significance. Access to peer group opportunities is 
essential to achieve a sense of belonging and exposure to identifications (e.g. sense of 
being similar, being acknowledged) necessary for healthy social development. The 
quality, structure and extent of peer group relations can influence adolescent 
development and health outcomes (e.g. Dodge, Pettit & Bates, 1994). More 
specifically, the study focuses on how the peer group experience, important for social 
development, relies on the adolescents’ skill to access, belong and move between peer 
groups.  
 
The first aim of this research was to describe adolescent peer groups in a rural 
community. This involved identification and categorisation of groups existing in the 
adolescent peer culture in a rural setting. The group categorisation profile for peer 
groups in the sample was expected to be similar to core crowds identified in past 
research (Brown, 1994; Youniss et al., 1994) previously discussed.  That is, it was 
expected that adolescent attitudes would reflect the positive or negative social 
evaluations of their peers based on reputation and activities of the adolescents in those 
peer groups. This was examined by asking adolescents to describe the groups they 
saw in their environment and if they belonged to these. Categories describing the 
different types of groups were derived from these descriptions. This was followed by 
examination of group characteristics that contribute to the quality and structure of 
adolescent groups that are viewed as indicative of healthy development.   
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The following specific group characteristics were examined:  
 
1) Group establishment - whether adolescents report belonging to groups established 
by youth or to groups established by adults. The developmental literature on the 
separation individuation process emphasises how adolescents move away from 
parents and spend increasing amounts of time with peers during the adolescent period. 
As a consequence of the second individuation process during adolescence, 
adolescents were expected to belong to youth established groups more often than to 
adult established groups.   
 
2) Gender composition - whether the gender composition of adolescent peer groups 
change according to developmental level. Consistent with Dunphy’s (1963) study, the 
primary gender composition of younger adolescent groups was expected to be same-
sex and the gender composition of older adolescent groups was expected to be mixed-
sex. 
 
3) Group structure - whether adolescents identify their groups as having a particular 
group structure (primary, secondary, tertiary structure – as explained in the Chapter 
2.5)—indicative of different stages of group development and the health of the group, 
as observed in clinical group work with adolescents (Gordon, 1997); the extent of 
participation in groups—indicative of the number of groups in which adolescents 
spend time; and the combination establishment (adults versus youth) of those groups 
they spend time in. Adolescents were expected to report a tertiary structure in their 
peer group as a consequence of their relationships being constituted on the basis of 
equality as opposed to unilateral relationships with adults. 
 
4) Ease of entry into groups—as shown by the adolescents rated response for entering 
groups in their environment and the reasons they provide for the ratings. This is 
important because according to the research literature (Brown et al., 1994; Corsaro & 
Eder, 1990; Maccoby, 1992) secure attachment and the authoritative parenting 
experience promote healthy social skills and a confidence that would be expected to 
facilitate easy access into groups. 
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  5) Reasons provided for belonging – identifying the reasons adolescents report 
belonging to the group they nominate. This is important in order to determine the 
adolescents’ motivations for belonging to their groups. 
 
The second aim of this research was to examine the relationship between 
parental and peer attachment, and how these were related to the quality and structure 
of adolescents’ peer groups. It was expected that adolescents’ rating of the degree of 
security to parents will be associated with their rating of attachment to their peers. In 
addition, it was expected that adolescents who rated their attachment to parent and 
peers as secure would find group access easier, be able to move freely between adult 
and youth established groups, and belong to more groups, in comparisons to 
adolescents who rated their attachment to parents and peers as insecure. 
 
The third aim of this research was to examine the relationship between 
parenting style, attachment style, and the quality and structure of adolescents’ peer 
groups. The following specific hypotheses were examined: 
 
In accordance with research conducted by Durbin et al. (1993) adolescents 
parented in authoritarian or permissive parenting style were expected to report 
belonging to a group category with a social reputation considered low in status, and 
adolescents parented in an authoritative parenting style were expected to report 
belonging to a group category with a social reputation considered high in status.   
 
In addition, based on research highlighting how authoritative parenting is 
associated with better social skill development, adolescents parented in an 
authoritarian or permissive parenting style were expected to belong to groups with a 
narrow activity structure and set of norms (e.g. sport group) in preference to groups 
with less structured activities like a friendship-based clique. 
 
Also based on research highlighting how authoritative parenting style leads to 
better social skill development, those adolescents parented in an authoritative 
parenting style were expected to report belonging to a group with a tertiary structure, 
compared to adolescents parented in an authoritarian or permissive parenting style 
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who were expected to report belonging to groups with primary and secondary group 
structure. 
 
Although adolescence is marked by individuation and separation from adults, 
adolescents with authoritative parenting and secure attachment to parent and peers 
were expected to spend time in both youth and adult established groups as they would 
value parental relationships. This is in contrast to adolescents reporting authoritarian 
or permissive parenting style, who were expected to spend time in youth established 
groups only because they will devalue parental relationships. 
 
Based on research highlighting the authoritative parenting style as leading to 
better social skill development, adolescents with authoritative parenting and secure 
attachment were expected to be likely to find group access easy, belong to groups 
established by youth with a tertiary group structure, and report spending time in a 
greater number of groups. In contrast, adolescents with authoritarian and/or 
permissive parenting and insecure attachment were expected to find group access 
difficult, belong to groups established by youth with primary or secondary group 
structure, and spend time in a smaller number of groups. 
 
The fourth aim of the research was to examine the relationship between 
indicators of mental health, relational styles, and the group characteristics (group 
establishment; gender composition; primary, secondary and tertiary group structure; 
the number of groups; and ease of entry into groups). It was expected that adolescents 
who rate parenting style as authoritative and their attachment style to parent and peers 
as secure would have lower scores on internalising and externalising behaviours. 
Conversely, adolescents rating their parenting style as authoritarian and/or permissive 
and their attachment style as insecure were expected to score higher on internalising 
and externalising behaviours. In addition, it was expected that adolescents with high 
scores on internalising and externalising would find group access more difficult, and 
belong to fewer groups. 
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6.2  Method 
 
 
Participants 
 
Eighty-four participants (thirty-five males and forty-nine females) were drawn from 
one secondary school and a community youth center in South West Victoria.6  
Subjects were selected on the basis of meeting age criterion (between the ages of 12 
and 18 years), were willing to participate, and obtain parental permission when 
required.  Students who met age criterion were invited to participate in the study by 
their school Health and Wellbeing Officer (HWO).  Participants were made aware, by 
the HWO and the plain language statement provided explaining participation in the 
project was voluntary.  Participants were required to complete a consent form prior to 
participating and all participants under the age of 18 years obtained consent from 
parents/carers prior to participating.   
 
 The sample was divided into two age groups. The first, a ‘younger adolescent 
group’, aged twelve to fifteen years of age consisted of 19 males (Mean=14.21; 
SD=0.86) and 23females (Mean=14.60; SD=0.73).  The second, the ‘older adolescent 
group’ aged sixteen to eighteen consisted of 16 males (Mean=16.81; SD=0.83) and 26 
females (Mean=17.15; SD=0.83).  
 
                                                 
6 Ethics approval was sought to approach public secondary schools, catholic schools and 
community youth centres from the Department of Education and Training, the Catholic 
Dioceses, Ballarat and Community Youth Centres in South West Victoria.  Permission to 
access public secondary school students was denied to the Researcher based on the project 
being viewed as not educational in its focus.  Approval to conduct the project in Catholic 
Schools in South West Victoria was granted by the Catholic Dioceses, and by, one 
Community Youth Centre in South West Victoria.  The Researcher initially approached three 
secondary schools to participate in the study and secured 300 participants.  Prior to 
administration two of the schools withdrew from the study based on insufficient resources to 
help facilitate test administration, and this resulted in a low response rate of 28%. The 
inherent limitations of a low response rate are noted and relate to non-responders being 
unequal among participants, potentially confounding outcomes. 
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Table 3 shows percentages for adolescent age group and gender by age. As can be 
seen the most frequently occurring age is 15 years (38%) from the younger age group, 
with approximately twice as many females compared to males.   
 
Table 3 Age Frequencies 
 
Age Group Age 
Total 13 14 15 16 17 18 
12-15  
 
gender male 63% (N=5) 56% (N=5) 21% (N=   9)    N=19 
female 38% (N=3) 44%(N=4) 38% (N=16)    N=23 
  Total 21% (N=8) 21% (N=9) 60% (N=25)    N-42 
16-18  
 
Gender male    50% (N= 7) 38% (N= 5) 27% (N= 4) N=16 
female    50% (N= 7) 62% (N= 8) 26% (N=11) N=26 
Total    33% (N=14) 31% (N=13) 36% (N=15) N=42 
 
Table 4 shows the majority of adolescents came from intact homes with biological 
sibling present. Seventy-four adolescents belonged to intact families with 67 of these living 
adolescents in intact families with both parents present. The remaining adolescents came from 
intact homes with either the mother or father present only. Over one third (N=30) of 
adolescents came from families with four biological siblings present, under a third (N=25) 
from homes with only one biological sibling in the home, and under a fifth (N=15) from 
homes with two biological siblings. The remaining came from homes with half or step 
siblings or were only children.   
 
Table 4 Summary of Adolescent Family Characteristics 
 Males Females  
Subject Family 
Characteristics: 
12-15 years 
(N=19) 
16-18 years 
(N=16) 
12-15 years 
(N=23) 
16-18 years 
(N=26) 
Total 
(N=84) 
Intact Family#  17 14 22 21 74 
Blended Family^ 2 2 1 5 10 
Live Both Parents 15 12 19 21 67 
Live Mother only 3 3 4 5 15 
Live Father only 1 0 0 0 1 
Not Live Parents 1 0 0 0 1 
    
Siblings (B* BF*):      
One B  5 2 10 8 25 
Two B  l6 3 1 5 15 
Three B 0 0 0 2 2 
Four B  5 8 11 6 30 
One B, One BF 1 0 0 1 2 
One B, Two BF 0 1 0 1 2 
Three B, One BF 0 1 0 2 3 
No B, No BF 1 1 0 2 4 
No B, One BF 1 0 0 1 2 
      
#Blood relations only; ^includes non-blood relations; *B = biological sibling; **BF = Half sibling and/or step sibling 
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Table 5 shows that out of the 84 participants, 69 adolescents did not attend 
more than one primary school, and seventy-three adolescents attended one secondary 
school.  The question: “Have you ever been bullied?” and whether adolescents had 
attended counseling because they had been bullied was included to explore qualitative 
context of relations with peers. The numbers of participants bullied was higher than 
average (N=53) with female adolescents (N=20) attending counseling more frequently 
than male adolescents (N=6).    
 
Table 5 Summary of Adolescent School Characteristics 
 Males Females  
Subject School 
Characteristics: 
12-15 years 
(N=19) 
16-18 years 
(N=16) 
12-15 years 
(N=23) 
16-18 years 
(N=26) 
Total 
(N=84) 
      
Attended One Primary 
School 
17 13 18 21 69 
Attended Two or More 
Primary Schools 
2 3 5 5 15 
Attended One Secondary 
School 
18 13 21 21 73 
Attended Two or More 
Secondary Schools 
1 3 2 5 11 
      
Bullied Yes 11 8 15 19 53 
Bullied No 8 8 8 7 31 
Received Counselling 2 4 10 10 26 
 
Materials 
Open ended and closed survey questions were used to collect qualitative data on 
group participation, group descriptions and group structure.  Validated, psychometric 
scales were used to collect quantitative data on parenting style, attachment style and 
mental health indicators.A full copy of the questionnaire is provided in Appendix I.   
 
A “Personal Information Questionnaire” was constructed by the researcher 
to elicit information about participant:  living circumstances and the form of their 
family (eg.  “Do you live with both parents... mother only… father only… not living 
with parents?”…  “How many brothers…sisters… do you have?”); socio-economic 
status (eg.  “What does your father do for a living?”); quality of school achievement 
(eg. “How would you rate your level of achievement at school?” – subjects responded 
using a 7 point Likert scale, 1= poor achievement to 7 = high achievement); 
attendance (“How many schools have you attended?”), and contact with mental health 
agencies (“Have you seen a school counselor… psychologist… psychiatrist… other 
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mental health professional…?”). In addition7, participants were asked to list group/s 
they observe in their environment and those groups in which they spend time and 
affiliate (concepts of small and large groups were defined for them). The participants 
were asked to list the characteristics of those groups (group established by adults or 
youth, estimated number of ‘members’ and gender composition of the groups, how 
they were established, perceived function(s) of the groups, membership structure of 
the groups). Participants were asked questions about their status in the groups to 
which they felt they belong, as well as their perceptions about how others perceive 
their status in groups, and ease of access to groups.  Finally, participants were asked 
to describe themselves and their friends.   
   
Internalizing and externalizing subscales from the Child Behaviour Checklist 
– YSR (Achenbach, 1991) were used in this study. The YSR is designed for use with 
adolescents between the ages of 11 and 18 years.  The YSR contains two sub-
sections:  Social competence (three sub-scales and a total score) which consist of 20 
items that measure the young person’s participation in hobbies, games, sports, jobs, 
chores, friendship, and activities; and Behavioural Problems (eight sub-scales), 
comprising 112 items that measure a young person’s symptomatology – Withdrawn, 7 
items (eg. “I would rather be alone than with others”), Somatic Complaints, 9 items 
(eg. “I feel dizzy”), Anxiety/Depression, 16 items (eg. “I feel lonely”), Social 
Problems, 8 items (eg. “I get teased a lot”), Thought Problems, 7 items (eg. “I can’t 
get my mind off certain thoughts”), Attention Problems, 9 items (eg. “I have trouble 
concentrating or paying attention”), Aggressive Behaviour, 19 items (eg. “I get in 
many fights”), and Delinquent Behaviour, 11 items (eg. “I set fires”).  An adolescent 
selects his or her response from 0 (not true), 1 (somewhat or sometimes true) and 2 
(very true or often true).  
 
The sub-scale scores cover 3 global domains. Sub-scales withdrawn, somatic 
and anxiety/depression combine to create an internalizing scale.  Sub-scales 
delinquent behaviour and aggressive behaviour combine to create an externalizing 
scale. The sum of the eight sub-scales combine to create a Total Problems scale.  Four 
                                                 
7 Obtained guidance from David Kinney, Professor of Sociology, Central Michigan University, United 
States of America in 2005, on how to elicit information on adolescent groups in accord with Brown et 
al. 1994 - refer Appendix two. 
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open-ended items for youth to describe illnesses, disabilities, concerns about school, 
other concerns, and the best thing about themselves are provided for useful context, 
but are not designed to be scored. T-scores are automatically calculated for each scale 
using a computer-scoring program based on the Crocker an Algina formula 
(Achenbach, 1991).  
 
Reliability for YSR was reported to be good with mean 7-day test-retest 
reliability for the problem scales .65 for 11 to 14-year-old adolescents and .83 for the 
15 to 18-year-old adolescents. Internal consistencies for symptom scales ranged from 
alpha .68 for social problems to alpha .89 for externalizing problems and alpha .91 for 
internalizing Problems (Achenbach, 1991). 
 
The Inventory of Parent and Peer Attachment (IPPA) (Armsden & Greenberg, 
1987) was developed in order to assess adolescents’ perceptions of the positive and 
negative affective/cognitive dimension of relationships with parents and close friends.  
Twenty-eight items assess parent attachment and twenty-five items assess peer 
attachment. Respondents are required to rate the degree to which each item is true on 
a five point Likert-type scale ranging from “Almost always or always true” to 
“Almost never or never true”.  The revised version (Mother, Father, Peer Version) is 
comprised of 25 items in each of the mother, father and peer sections, yielding three 
attachment scores.  The items in the parent/peer scales yield three factors:  trust, 
communication, anger and alienation.   
 
Armsden & Greenberg (1987) used two methods to calculate quality of 
attachment. The first method for using the IPPA is the standard instructions which 
sums responses on the three factors (trust, communication and alienation) for 
parent/peer scales and then combines these into a summary score by adding the trust 
and communication subscale scores together and subtracting the alienation score. 
However, the authors of the scales acknowledged that there are inherent problems in 
the difference score method used to calculate general “psychological security” and 
recommended using the individual subscales (Armsden & Greenberg, 1989; cited in 
Lopez & Gover, 1993).  
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The second method Armsden & Greenberg (1987) used to calculate quality of 
attachment involves a set of logical rules with the intention of defining on theoretical 
grounds, two attachment comparison groups that would be maximally distinct. The 
score distribution of each IPPA subscale is divided into lowest, middle and highest 
third.  A set of logical rules then define attachment group assignment as follows: 
 
1. Individuals are assigned to the High Security (HS) group if their Alienation 
scores were not high, and if their Trust and Communication Scores are at least 
medium level.  Because of the theoretical importance given by Bowlby to the 
element of trust in the attachment relationship, in cases where Trust scores 
were only medium level but Alienation scores were also medium level, HS 
group assignment is not made. 
 
2. Individuals are assigned to the Low Security (LS) group if their Trust and 
Communication scores were both low, and if their Alienation scores were 
medium to high level.  In cases where the Trust or Communication score was 
medium level but the other was low, LS group placement was made if the 
Alienation score was high (refer to 6.3 Data Treatment and Analysis).   
 
The second method was selected for use in this research in order to create 
maximally distinct categories. 
 
Greenberg and Armsden (2009) reported reliability data for the IPPA revised 
version with internal reliabilities (Cronbach’s alpha) for Mother attachment, .87; 
Father attachment, .89; and Peer attachment, .92.  
 
Reliability for current research IPPA revised version data is reported with internal 
reliabilities (Cronbach’s alpha) for Mother trust, .80, Mother communication, .80, 
Mother alienation, .62; Father trust, .81, Father communication, .80 Father 
alienation, .63; and Peer trust, .78; Peer communication, .61; peer alienation, .26 
 
The Parenting Authority Questionnaire (PAQ) was developed for the purpose 
of measuring Baumrind’s (1971) authoritative, authoritarian and permissive parental 
authority prototypes and consists of thirty statements about each parent. A five point 
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Likert-type scale with 1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree is used to record 
responses. Examples of items include: “As I was growing up if my mother made a 
decision in the family that hurt me, she was willing to discuss that decision with me 
and to admit it if she had made a mistake” (Authoritative); “As I was growing up my 
mother often told me exactly what she wanted me to do and how she expected me to 
do it” (Authoritarian); “My mother did not view herself as responsible for directing 
and guiding my behaviour as I was growing up” (Permissive). From these ten 
statements describing behaviours representative of authoritarian parenting, ten of 
authoritative parenting and ten of permissive parenting were retained. Scores on each 
of these variables range from 10 to 50, and the higher the score the greater the 
perceived level of the corresponding parental style measured (Buri, 1991; Marsiglia, 
Walczyk, Buboltz, & Griffith-Ross, 2007).      
 
To ensure items had good content validity Buri (1991) assigned 21 professionals 
from the allied health profession to categorise the original items, with 100% 
agreement among judges on two thirds of questionnaire items. The PAQ was shown 
to have good psychometric properties. Test-retest reliability coefficients ranged from 
.74 to .92 over a two-week interval (Buri, 1991). Parenting styles were created from 
Buri’s (1991) original parenting types by converting authoritarian, authoritative and 
permissive raw scores obtained from adolescents to standard scores. These standard 
scores were used to categorise each participant’s predominant style of parental 
authority (Smetana, 1995).     
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Procedure 
 
An agreement was negotiated between adolescents, participating schools (secured 
through requests directed to school officials), and the researcher to conduct this 
research project over two mornings at the catholic school and youth centre at a time 
that suited the school schedule and minimized any disruption to normal school 
activities.  A plain language statement explaining the project and school consent form 
was provided to Principals who agreed to be involved.  A copy of the parent plain 
language statement and parent consent form was provided to parents of minors. A full 
copy of questionnaires was made available for parents to view prior to the study 
commencing so parents could be fully informed before consenting.  Parents were 
asked to complete the consent form and returned to the schools health and wellbeing 
officer prior to test administration.  Those adolescents who did not produce parent 
consent forms did not participate and engaged in an alternative activity during 
administration. A copy of the plain language statement and consent form was 
distributed to all students in grade levels that matched the age criterion.  Adolescents 
who chose to participate were asked to complete the consent form and return it to 
their health and wellbeing officer.   
 
By agreement with the health and wellbeing officer/s, a schedule of 
questionnaire and instrument administration sessions were determined.  
Questionnaires/instruments were administered in a room that comfortably fit 20 
individuals for 45 minutes.  Each session included a maximum of 20 participants and 
took approximately 45 minutes, with two sessions required for adolescents to 
complete the battery of questionnaires/instruments.  
 
Prior to sessions beginning, all participants were reminded that participation in 
the project was voluntary, and that they could withdraw from the project at any time 
and their information would not be used.  The principles of confidentiality and duty of 
care were explained and ensured.  All participants were thanked for participating and 
informed they would have access to the research findings upon completion of the 
study via a summary report provided to the principal of their school or upon direct 
request from the researcher.   
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Sessions were conducted by the researcher who distributed 
questionnaires/instruments to the group as a pack. The researcher explained each 
instrument and how to complete the instrument and then allowed the students to 
complete them independently, but with an offer to assist if anyone had questions. 
Completed forms were collected once completed.  It took two sessions to complete 
the battery using this procedure. Data from this study were stored in a locked filing 
cabinet at Deakin University, Warrnambool Campus.  Two female subjects requested 
to withdraw from the study and their questionnaire/instruments where shredded at the 
school office and witnessed by the health and wellbeing officer. 
 
6.3  Data Treatment and Analysis 
 
Categories derived from adolescent peer group descriptions, reasons for belonging to 
a peer group, and ease of entry into groups were established using a second-rater 
system to determine accuracy of the applied category concepts.  Two clinical 
psychologists briefed on the intent of the categorising process, and provided examples 
of category concepts were independently asked to rate 25% of the categorised 
responses derived from adolescent descriptions of their peer groups. Both 
psychologists generated word labels in agreement with the final categorised, 
conceptual profile.   
 
Based on the rules developed by Armsden and Greensberg (1987) in creating 
the attachment categories (high security, low security) for the IPPA, over half of the 
adolescents in the categorised sample (N=84) fell into an “undifferentiated security” 
group (N=56). Of these a high number (N=23) were identified as rating high in 
“alienation”. Due to low numbers in these categories, an additional treatment of the 
subscales, using Vivona’s (2000) expansion of the Inventory of Parent and Peer 
Attachment (IPPA) logical rules was used to create three attachment styles (Avoidant, 
Ambivalent, Secure). Again a large number (N=48) of adolescents did not fit the 
expected “discrete” attachment categories. Given that there were too few adolescents 
in the above attachment styles, a decision was made to conduct the analyses using 
IPPA total scores on the subscales trust, communication and alienation. This decision 
was based on acknowledgement by the authors of the scales that there are inherent 
problems in the difference score method used to calculate general “psychological 
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security”; and their consequent recommendation to use the individual subscales 
(Armsden & Greenberg, 1989; Lopez & Gover, 1993)  
 
Parenting styles were created from Buri’s (1991) original parenting types by 
converting authoritarian, authoritative and permissive raw scores to standard scores 
(Smetana, 2002). These standard scores were used to categorise each participant’s 
predominant style of parental authority. A high number of adolescents not meeting the 
criteria for a given parenting style were included in the analysis as the 
“undifferentiated parenting style”.   
 
SPSS software was used to enter, screen and manage data. Data were screened 
for missing values, outliers and normality of distribution. Cases with missing data 
were not deleted owing to the small N of the sample, and managed using pairwise 
deletion during the analysis. All extreme outliers were transformed to the 
lowest/highest non-outlier value. Shapiro-Wilk test of normality was not significant 
with the exception of IPPA mother, father and peer trust subscales and the Achenbach 
Youth Report, internalising subscale. An examination of histograms for the IPPA trust 
attachment subscale showed a negatively skewed distribution for these subscales. 
Examination of histogram for Achenbach Youth Report, internalising subscale also 
showed a negatively skewed, bimodal distribution for this subscale. No 
transformations were conducted on thesis data, given that these would be expected to 
be skewed in a non-clinical sample of adolescents.    
 
Both nominal data, using non-parametric statistical procedures (i.e., Chi 
Square), and interval data using parametric tests (i.e, ANOVA) were employed. In 
several cases, given the small N, only descriptive data was examined, as it was not 
viable to conduct any statistical analyses. It is highlighted that the small number of 
participants used in statistical calculations likely increases the margin of error which 
can mask the true relationship of the variables in this research, and compromise the 
validity and reliability of the results. Due to the number of statistical analyses 
performed, and a number of the scales (e.g. IPPA subscales) being highly correlated 
the possibility of committing a Type 1 error is also markedly increased.     
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Chapter 7  Results: Adolescent Peer Group Profile 
 
Section one presents the peer group context for the sample population. This includes: 
descriptive data of adolescent peer group categories which have been identified by 
adolescents as present in their environment; whether groups are constituted as cliques 
or crowds; those group categories to which adolescents report belonging and 
explanations for belonging to their nominated group, explanations for ease of entry 
into groups, and the establishment of those groups – established by youth or adults. 
Section two of this chapter presents the descriptive data for groups that adolescents 
report belonging to, according to age group by group establishment; and age group 
and gender, by gender composition of group. Section three of this chapter presents 
descriptive data for group establishment by membership hierarchy, that is tertiary 
group structure (no group leader all members are treated equally); secondary group 
structure (membership is differentiated into sub-cliques with particular leaders); and 
primary group structure (one group leader); the number of groups adolescents spend 
time in and the group establishment combinations (youth only, adult only, or youth 
and adult) of those groups. Section four of this chapter presents descriptive data for 
ease of entry ratings into groups, and adolescent explanations for ease of entry ratings. 
Chi Square test of goodness of fit are presented in each section of this chapter to 
determine relationships between the group establishment, age group, gender 
composition, peer group structure, the number of groups adolescents spend time, their 
establishment combination, and the ease of entry into groups. Section five of this 
chapter will present the discussion, addressing the first aim of this study and 
hypotheses. 
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7.1 Descriptive Data for Peer Group Categories 
 
Peer group categories were established from the following open ended 
questions – “Do you see different groups at your school or in your neighbourhood?”; 
“Describe the group and where it meets?”, and “What name would you give this 
group?” Group categories were derived directly from the labels provided by 
adolescents or from adolescents’ descriptions. If a group name or group description 
was not provided the group name was recorded as “not stated”. Table 6 shows the 
peer group names derived from adolescent labels and descriptions of their peer group 
world. 
 
Table 6 Peer Group Names Derived from Adolescents’ Description of Their Peer World 
Group Name Defined by  Example 
1 = Populars personal attributes  confident, outgoing 
2 = Partiers activity  partying – going out on weekend drinking  
3 = Brains personal attributes  academic performance and intelligence 
4 = Jocks activity  involvement in sport 
5 = Normals being average  like everyone else 
6 = Nerds activity – location spending time in library or on computers 
7 = Outcasts/Loners behavior – social treatment  being alone and unaccepted 
8 = Plastics behaviour  wearing makeup, focus on looks 
9 = Surfers activity  Surfing 
10 = Employees activity  being employed 
11 = Friends label directly applied  
12 = Dancers activity  Dancing 
13 = Skaters activity  Skating 
14 = Scouts/CFA activity  adventure activities, fire fighting 
15 = Musicians activity  playing a musical instrument 
16 = Out of Towners location  living in satellite town 
17 = Family activity  spending time with relatives 
18 = School Class year level  
19 = Toughs behaviour  acting tough 
20 = Street Kids location  spending a lot of time down the street 
21 = Mishrats location  living in housing commission 
22 = Not Stated no group identified  
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Table 7 shows adolescent peer categories to which adolescents reported they 
most belong, aggregated as cliques and crowds. Dunphy (1963) reported adolescent 
crowds consisting of between 15-30 individuals, with clique numbers falling below 15 
individuals.  These group categories were calculated using group membership 
numbers provided by adolescents. Table 7 shows that a higher percentage of 
adolescents, males (68% younger; 43% older) and female (65% younger; 80% older) 
reported belonging to a clique compared to a crowd or group “not stated”. 
 
Table 7 Adolescent Clique or Crowd Profile 
 
Gender Age Group 
Total 12-15 years 16-18 years 
Male No < 15 group members 
No > 15 group members 
Clique 68.43% (N=13) 43.75% (N=7) 57% (N=20) 
Crowd 5.26% (N=1) 18.75% (N=3) 11%(N=4) 
Not stated 26.32% (N=5) 37.50% (N=6) 44% (N=11) 
Total N=19 N=16 N=35 
Female No <15 group members 
No > 15 group members 
Clique 65.22% (N=15) 80.00% (N=20) 73% (N=35) 
Crowd 13.04% (N=3) 16.00% (N=4) 15% (N=7) 
Not stated 21.74% (N=5) 4.00% (N=1) 13% (N=6) 
Total N=23 N=25 N=48 
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Table 8 provides a summary of the main peer group categories adolescents 
identified they most belong according to age and gender.  In response to the question: 
“To which group do you feel you most belong?” the most frequently reported peer 
group category for younger males and both younger and older females across age 
groups was “friends” (younger males, 57.90%; younger females, 47.83%; older 
females, 65.38%) followed by “jocks” (males, 20%; younger females, 13.04%; older 
females, 15.38%).  The older males’ main peer category was distributed equally 
across the categories “friends”, “jocks” and “not stated”.   
 
Table 8 Peer Group Category (Feel Most Belong) by Age Group and Gender 
Gender Age group Total 
(N=84) 12-15 years (N=42) 16-18 years (N=42) 
Male (N=35) Peer Group Employees N= 0 6.25%   (N=1) 2.86%   (N=1) 
Friends 57.90% (N=11) 31.25% (N=5) 45.71% (N=16) 
Brains N=0 6.25%   (N=1) 2.86%   (N=1) 
Jocks 15.79% (N=3) 25.00% (N=4) 20.00% (N=7) 
Outcasts 5.26%  (N=1) N=0 2.86%   (N=1) 
Surfers 5.26%  (N=1) N=0 2.86%   (N=1) 
 Not Stated 15.79% (N=3) 31.25% (N=5) 22.86% (N=8) 
Total N=19 N=16 N=35 
Female (N= 49) Peer Group Friends 47.83% (N=11) 65.38% (N=17) 57.14% (N=28) 
Skaters 2.86%   (N=1) N=0 2.04%   (N=1) 
Scouts/CFA N=0 3.85%   (N=1) 2.04%   (N=1) 
Out-of-
Towners 
N=0 3.85%   (N=1) 2.04%   (N=1) 
Jocks 13.04% (N=3) 15.38% (N=4) 14.29% (N=7) 
Normals 2.86%   (N=1) N=0 2.04%   (N=1) 
Outcasts 2.86%   (N=1) 3.85%   (N=1) 4.08%  (N=2) 
Plastics 2.86%   (N=1) N=0 2.04%   (N=1) 
Not Stated 21.74% (N=5) 7.69%   (N=2) 14.29% (N=7) 
Total N=23 N=26 N=49 
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Table 9 presents adolescents’ reasons for belonging to groups. Statements 
explaining reasons for belonging are summarised according to whether adolescents’ 
frame of reference was group members, the relationship, or the self “I”. Concepts that 
best described the adolescents’ reasons for belonging are provided in Table 9. 
Categorisation of friendship has followed La Gaipa’s four friendship categories. La 
Gaipa’s (1979) research revealed friendship is multidimensional with emphasis placed 
on the level or degree of friendship, comprising four levels: best, close, good, and 
social acquaintance. Hence, friendship level has been categorised: best (=1st level of 
friendship), close (=2nd level of friendship), good (=3rd level of friendship) and social 
acquaintance (4th level of friendship) when these words were directly applied by the 
adolescent.      
 
As can be seen in Table 9, adolescents who labelled their group “friends” 
provided a range of perspectives for belonging. These included group member 
attributes (e.g. group members being accepting, providing pleasure, and consisting of 
a small number of members), relationship attributes (e.g. we accept each other, we are 
similar/familiar), and/or individual attributes (I am accepted, I am similar/familiar [to 
group members]). Adolescents who reported belonging to a group labelled Jocks, 
Scouts/CFA, Plastics and Surfers provided reasons for belonging from the frame of 
reference of relationship attributes and/or individual attributes.  The Skaters and 
Outcasts referred only to individual attributes. 
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Table 9 Reasons Adolescents Gave for Belonging to Their Group 
 
Table 10 summarises the main peer group categories adolescents identified 
they belong, and the establishment of these groups. In response to the question: “Was 
the group set up by youth or by adults?” close to two thirds of adolescents reported 
their peer group was established by youth (64%). This was followed by adult 
established groups (17%). Over one tenth (14%) of adolescents did not state the 
establishment of their group and four adolescents reported not belonging to a group.   
 
 
 
 
 
Group Label Reasons defined by  Reasons for belonging 
   
Friends Group members  “they” Accepting, affable, pleasure, group size 
 The relationship  “we” Mutually accept,  similar, familiar, 2nd & 3rd degree  
friendship, security, trust 
 The Individual     “I” Accepted,  similar, familiar, trust, pleasure, 2nd degree 
Friendship 
   
Jocks The relationship   “we” Mutually accepting, similar, 2nd & 3rd level friendship  
 The Individual      “I” Accepted, familiar, similar, pleasure, achievement,  
recognised, 4th degree friendship, security 
   
Skaters The Individual      “I” Accepted 
   
Scouts/CFA The relationship   “we”  Affable, familiar 
 The Individual      “I” Accepted, recognition 
   
Out-of-
Towners 
Nil Comment           Nil Comment 
   
Normals The relationship  “we” Familiar 
   
Outcasts The Individual     “I” Not accepted 
   
Plastics The relationship “we” Pleasure 
   
Surfers The relationship “we” 2nd degree friendship, familiar 
 The Individual    “I” Similar 
   
Brain Nil Comment Nil Comment 
   
Employees Nil Comment Nil Comment 
   
Not Stated Nil Comment Nil Comment 
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Adolescents who did not give their group or who belonged to no group were 
excluded from further analyses in this chapter. With the exception of two adolescents, 
all adolescents who identified with the “friends” category belonged to groups’ 
established by youth. This was in contrast to jocks who reported a higher percentage 
of adult established groups (64%).  
 
 
Table 10 Peer Group Establishment by Youth or by Adults 
Peer Group Category Peer Group Establishment 
Total Youth Adult Not Stated No Group 
Brains  100% (N=1)   N=1 
Jocks 35.7% (N=5) 64.3% (N=9)   N=14 
Normals 100.0% (N=1)    N=1        
Outcasts 66.7% (N=2)   33.3% (N=1) N=3 
Plastics 100% (N=1)    N=1 
Surfers 100% (N=1)    N=1 
Employees  100% (N=1)   N=1 
Friends 95.5% (N= 42) 4.5% (N=2)   N=44 
Skaters 100.0% N=1)    N=1 
Scouts/CFA  100.0% (N=1)   N=1 
Out-of-Towners 100.0% (N=1)    N=1 
Not Stated   80.0% (N=12) 20.0% (N=3) N=15 
Total 64.3% (N=54) 16.7% (N=14) 14.3% (N=12) 4.8% (N=4) N=84 
 
Given that the majority of adolescents endorsed “friends” as their main peer 
category and that responses were not well distributed across other categories, it was 
not possible to examine this variable in further analyses as originally planned.   
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7.2 Peer Group Establishment by Age Group/Gender/Gender Composition 
 
Table 11 presents the establishment of adolescent groups according to age. The 
relationship between group establishment and age was not significant (Fisher’s Exact 
test = 2.81 p>.05). The majority of both younger (88%) and older (71%) adolescents 
reported belonging to groups established by youth.     
 
Table 11 Age Group by Group Establishment  
 
Age Group 
Peer Group Establishment  
Youth Adult Total 
 
12-15 years 
 
 87.9% (N=29) 
 
12.1% (N=4) 
 
N=33 
 
16-18 years 
 
71.4% (N=25) 
 
28.6% (N=10) 
 
N=35 
 
Total 
 
79.4% (N=54) 
 
20.6% (N=14) 
 
N=68 
Note:  N=8 male adolescent did not state the establishment of their group; N=4 females did not state the  
establishment of their group; and N=4 females reported they belonged to no group. These adolescent were  
not included in analysis. 
 
 
Table 12 shows the establishment of adolescent groups according to gender.  
This relationship was also not significant (Fisher’s Exact test = 2.92 p>.05). The 
majority of males (85%) and females (61%) reported belonging to groups established 
by youth.   
  
Table 12 Gender by Group Establishment 
 
Gender 
Peer Group Establishment  
Youth Adult Total 
 
Males  
 
 85.20% (N=23) 
 
12.12% (N=4)  
 
N=27 
 
Females 
 
60.78% (N=31) 
 
28.57% (N=10)  
 
N=41 
 
Total 
 
79.4% (N=54) 
 
20.6% (N=14) 
 
N=68 
Note:  N=8 male adolescent did not state establishment of their group; N=4 females did not state  
establishment of their group; and N=4 females reported they did not belong to a group.  These adolescent  
were omitted from the analysis. 
 
 
 
Table 13 and Table 14 provide a more detailed breakdown of the groups 
established by youth for males and females according to gender composition by age. 
Table 13 shows the relationship between gender composition and age for males was 
significant (Fisher’s Exact test = 8.54, p<.05). A higher percentage of younger males 
reported belonging to groups with same sex peers (67%) compared to the older males 
(50%). On the other hand, half of the older males reported belonging to groups with 
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mixed gender composition but none of the younger males did. Interestingly, two 
younger males reported gender composition of their group as mostly female.   
 
Table 13 Youth Established Groups for Male Age Group by Gender Composition of Group 
Gender Composition Male Age Group Total 
 12-15 years 16-18 years  
Mostly female 13.22% (N=2) 0.00 % (N=0) 8.70% (N=2) 
Mostly male 20.00% (N=3) 0.00% (N=0) 13.04  (N=3) 
All male 66.67% (N=10) 50.00% (N=4) 60.87% (N=14) 
Equal numbers 0.00% (N=0) 50.00% (N=4) 17.39% (N=4) 
Total N=15 N=8 N=23 
 
Table 14 shows the relationship between gender composition and female age 
group was not significant (Fisher’s Exact test = 1.81 p>.05). A similar percentage of 
older and younger female adolescents belonged to groups that were “mostly female”, 
“all female” or “equal numbers”. The exception was for the “mostly male” category 
where one older female reported this gender composition for her group.   
 
Table 14 Youth Established Groups for Female Age Group by Gender Composition of Group 
Gender Composition Female Age Group Total 
 12-15 years 16-18 years  
Mostly female 28.57% (N=4) 23.53 % (N=4) N=8 
Mostly Male 0.00% (N=0) 5.88% (N=1) N=1 
All Female 50.00% (N=7) 41.18% (N=7) N=14 
Equal numbers 21.43% (N=3) 29.41% (N=5) N=8 
Total N=14 N=17 N=31 
 
A summary of adult established groups for the male and female age group by 
gender composition is provided in Table 15 and Table 16, respectively. As adolescent 
numbers for adult established groups are small (4 males and 10 females) no statistical 
analyses were carried out; only descriptive patterns are reported. Table 15 shows that 
two males, one from the younger and one from the older age group belonged to 
groups that constituted mostly female; the remaining older males belonged to adult 
groups constituted by all male or mostly males. 
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Table 15 Adult Established Groups for Male Age Group by Gender Composition of Group 
Gender Composition Male Age Group Total 
 12-15 years 16-18 years  
Mostly female N=1 N=1 N=2 
Mostly male N=0 N=1 N=1 
All male N=0 N=1 N=1 
Equal numbers N=0 N=0 N=0 
Total N=1 N=3 N=4 
 
Table 16 shows an equal distribution for the three younger females across the 
gender composition categories with the exception of the mostly male category which 
was not reported. Five older females reported gender composition as “mostly female”, 
and two older females reported equal numbers of males and females. None of the 
female adolescents in adult setup groups reported belonging to a “mostly male 
gender” composed group. 
 
Table 16 Adult Establishment Groups for Female Age Group by Gender Composition of Group 
Gender Composition Female Age Group Total 
 12-15 years 16-18 years  
Mostly female N=1 N=5 N=6 
Mostly male N=0 N=0 N=0 
All Female N=1 N=0 N=1 
Equal numbers N=1 N=2 N=3 
Total N=3 N=7 N=10 
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7.3 Peer Group Establishment, Group Structure, Number of Groups, 
Establishment Combination. 
Table 17 presents data for group establishment by group structure. The relationship 
between group establishment and group structure was significant (Fisher’s Exact test 
= 18.03, p<.05).  As seen in Table 17 although the majority of adolescents reported a 
tertiary group structure, this was reported by a higher number of adolescents in youth 
established groups (78%) compared to adult established groups (36%). In contrast, a 
higher percentage of primary and secondary group structure was observed in groups 
established by adults (45%, 36%) compared to groups established by youth (2%, 
19%).   
 
Table 17 Group Establishment by Group Structure 
Group Structure Peer Group Establishment Total 
 Youth Adult  
Primary 1.85% (N=1) 45.45% (N=5) N=6 
Secondary 18.52% (N=10) 36.36% (N=4) N=14 
Tertiary 79.63% (N=43) 36.36% (N=5) N=48 
Total N=54 N=14  N=68 
Note:  N=12 did not state their group structure; N=4 did not belong to a group.  These adolescents were omitted from the 
analysis. 
 
Table 18 presents data for group establishment by number of groups 
adolescents spend time. Although a higher number of adolescents in adult established 
groups reported spending time in three groups (43%) than adolescents from youth 
established groups (24%), the overall relationship between group establishment and 
number of groups adolescents spend time was not significant (Fisher’s Exact test = 
1.93, p>.05). Similar proportions of adolescents across groups established by youth 
and adults reported spending time in two or one group.   
 
 
Table 18 Group Establishment by Number of Groups Spend Time In 
 
Number of Groups  
 
Peer Group Establishment 
 
Total 
 
 
 
Youth 
 
Adult 
 
 
 
1 
 
18.00% (N=9) 
 
14.30% (N=2) 
 
N=11 
 
2 
 
58.00% (N=29) 
 
42.90% (N=6) 
 
N=35 
 
3 
 
24.00% (N=12) 
 
42.90% (N=6) 
 
N=18 
 
Total 
 
N=50 
 
N=14 
 
N=64 
Note:  Owing to N being small for 4 and above groups these adolescents where omitted from analysis. 
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Table 19 shows group establishment by the establishment combination of 
group/s adolescents spend time. Although a greater proportion of adolescents 
belonging to adult established groups spend time in both youth and adult established 
groups than adolescents in youth established groups, the relationship between group 
establishment and the combination establishment of groups was not significant 
(Fisher’s Exact test = 2.59, p>.05).   
 
 
Table 19 Group Establishment by Combination Group Establishment Adolescents Spend 
Time In 
 
Group Combination 
 
Peer Group Establishment 
 
Total 
  
Youth  
 
Adult  
 
 
Youth only 
 
41.50% (N=22) 
 
16.70% (N=2) 
 
N=24 
 
Youth & Adult 
 
58.50% (N=31) 
 
83.30% (N=10) 
 
N=41 
 
Total 
 
N=53 
 
N=12 
 
N=65 
 
7.4 Rating of Ease of Group Entry 
 
This section presents ratings for ease of entry into groups within the peer group 
environment. Table 20 provides a summary of adolescent patterns of perception for 
ease of entry ratings. Those adolescent who referred to their own group when rating 
entry as “easy” predominantly provided positive comments about the attributes of 
their group and group members. Those adolescents who referred to groups in the 
general environment when rating entry as “easy” made statements about the social 
qualities of individuals and the level of comfort felt by the person entering the group. 
Adolescents referring to easy entry into groups in the general environment also 
commented about group type; that is, sporting groups being easy to enter. The 
adolescents reasoned this is because these groups are looking for skilled players. 
Those adolescents who rated entry into groups as “average” provided generalised 
comments about entry constraints, based on individual behaviour or group member 
criteria. Reasons provided for “average” entry included whether individuals were 
prepared to change their behaviour to fit in, that some groups require individuals to be 
similar (e.g. dress and act), or that entry is contingent on the group “judging” the 
adolescents reputation as favourable. 
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Those adolescents who referred to their own group when rating entry into groups 
as “difficult” made comments about new group member needing to be similar to group 
members to be granted entry; and meeting specific group entry criteria. For example 
some groups are “closed” to new members because criterion for entry is long-term 
friendship.  Entry can also be made harder based on the purpose of the group - a 
“friends” group (based on socialising) is harder to access than a “jocks” group (based on 
sporting activity and skill level). Those adolescents who referred to groups in their 
general environment when rating group entry as “difficult” made statements about 
individual attributes, (difficult to enter if adolescent lacks confidence, or have a quiet 
disposition) or adolescents lacking in familiarity or similarity. These adolescent also 
commented about groups being fearful group dynamics would change if new members 
are permitted entry. For example, disagreement among group members could occur 
when deciding whether to accept a new group member. There were also comments 
about new members having to compete for entry. 
 
Table 20 Statement Attributed to Entry Ratings 
Easy Entry 
- refers to own group 
Easy Entry 
 – refers to groups 
generally 
Average Entry 
– refers to groups 
generally 
Difficult Entry  
– refers to own group 
Difficult Entry 
– refers to groups generally 
Group accepting. Individual qualities – 
confident and outgoing.  
Need to consider 
changing self to be 
accepted or fit in. 
Depends on whether 
they can do what we 
do. 
Lack of familiarity or 
similarity  
Group has no initiations Individual qualities – 
being yourself (genuine) 
will earn you respect. 
 
Similarity 
 
Group Closed.  Not a 
group you enter – life-
long friends. 
Individual qualities – quiet 
or nervous disposition hard 
to ask to join or be 
accepted. 
Group open – anyone can 
enter 
Sport groups look for 
skilled players. 
More popular 
group, harder the 
entry 
  
Group judgemental 
If member’s similar 
(common interests). Note: 
becoming member part of 
a process; requires time. 
Easier to join a sport 
group. 
 
Dress and act 
similar helps entry 
 Group fears dynamic 
among members will 
change  
 
Group open – perception 
and function of group to 
have fun. 
Welcoming some times Have to fit in with 
everyone 
 Closed – group members 
have known each other 
since childhood. 
 
Open – kind members 
 
Individual’s comfort 
level. 
 
People are 
judgemental 
 Assessment of reputation 
and motives for joining 
   
Depends on group 
type and reputation. 
 Competitiveness for entry 
and conflicting views of 
group members 
     
Group access varies – 
harder if friends group, 
compared to sport group, 
employment. 
     
Needs to be good at what 
group does. 
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Table 21 shows adolescent ease of entry rating by group reference. The 
relationship between ease of entry ratings and group reference was significant 
(Fisher’s Exact test = 45.47, p<.05).  The group/s adolescence referenced when rating 
ease of entry, that is own group versus groups in the general environment, made a 
difference to how easy it is to enter groups. As shown adolescents who refer to their 
own group when rating ease of entry demonstrated a higher percentage of “easy” 
entry into groups (87%), with only three adolescents from the “refer own group” 
category stating entry into group as “difficult”. In contrast, adolescents who referred 
to groups in the general environment when rating ease of entry demonstrated a higher 
percentage of “difficult” entry into groups (58%), compared to adolescents from the 
same group who rated “average” (32%) or “easy” entry (10%).   
 
 
Table 21 Ease of Entry Ratings by Group Reference 
 
 
Rating 
Group reference 
Total Refer own group 
Refer groups in 
environment 
Easy  87.00% (N=20) 10.20% (N=6) N=26 
Average 0.00% (N=0) 32.20% (N=19) N=19 
Difficult 13.00% (N=3) 57.60% (N=34) N=37 
Total N=23 N=59 N=82 
 
Ease of entry ratings were further analysed by age group and gender. Results 
for ease of entry ratings by group reference and age group/gender are presented in 
Table 22 and Table 23 respectively. Table 22 shows percentages of adolescents who 
referenced their group or group in the general environment by age group. The 
relationship between group reference, ease of entry ratings and age group was 
significant (Fisher’s Exact test = 5.67, p<.05). A higher percentage of older 
adolescents rated their own group as easy to enter when compared to the younger 
adolescents.    
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Table 22 Group Reference and Ease of Entry by Age Group 
Group Reference Entry Rating 
Total Easy Ave Difficult 
Refer own group Age Group 12-15 years 30% (N=  6)  100% (N=3) N=9 
16-18 years 70% (N=14)  0% (N=0) N=14 
Total N=20  N=3 N=23 
Refer groups generally Age Group 12-15 years  67% (N=4) 58% (N=11) 52% (N=16) N=31 
16-18 years 33% (N=2) 42% (N=8) 53% (N=18) N=28 
Total N=6 N=19 N=34 N=59 
 
Table 23 shows adolescent group reference and ease of entry rating by gender. 
The relationship between group reference, ease of entry ratings and gender was not 
significant (Fisher’s Exact test = 4.49, p>.05). But there was a trend for group 
reference and group entry rating by gender (p=.07) with a higher percentage of males 
rating “easy” entry (65%) into their own groups compared to female adolescents 
(25%); and a higher percentage of female adolescents (62%) rating “difficult” entry 
into groups in the general environment, compared to males adolescents (38%). 
 
Table 23 Group Reference and Ease of Entry by Gender 
Group Reference Entry Rating 
Total Easy Ave Difficult 
Refer own group Gender male 65% (N=13)  N=0 N=13 
female 25% (N=  7)  N=3 N=10 
Total N=20  N=3 N=23 
Refer groups generally Gender male N=2 N=6 38.24% (N=13) N=21 
female N=4 N=13 61.76% (N=21) N=38 
Total N=6 N=19 N=34 N=59 
 
 
P a g e  | 143 
 
 
7.5 Discussion  
 
7.5.1 Establishing the Peer Group Context 
 
The first aim of the study, conducted for this thesis, was to determine if the adolescent 
group profile for the studied sample of adolescents was similar to what Brown and 
Klute (2006) described as a “conventional peer structure”. A number of similar labels 
were derived from adolescent descriptions of their peer world (refer to Table 5) and 
they denote the primary attitudes and activities adolescents associated with their 
peers. For example, populars, partiers, toughs, nerds and brains are all group labels 
found previously (Brown et al., 1994; Garner, Bootcheck, Lorr, & Rauch, 2006; 
Youniss, 1994;) and they share similar descriptions (e.g. populars being described as 
confident and outgoing; partiers being described as attending parties and drinking 
alcohol). In addition to the conventional peer structure, a number of unique group 
labels (e.g. Mishrats, Plastics, Surfers) were derived from adolescent descriptions. 
This differentiation is in line with Brown’s (1994) caution that peer network 
compositions are likely to demonstrate different group labelling as a result of different 
geographical locations. Differentiated peer network composition has also been shown 
in research focusing on the (cultural) “climate” of the peer network (Garner et al., 
2006; Prinstein & La Greca, 2002).  
 
Garner et al. (2006) found different peer structures and status across a range of 
schools. As explained by Brown and Larson (2009) in one instance they found a 
school climate that could be considered, a “conventional peer structure”, with groups 
being organised into a clear status structure. The researchers labelled this status 
structure a “pyramid of prep dominance” with jocks and preps at the top and the other 
groups at the bottom of the hierarchy, or alternatively describing themselves as 
marginalised. In contrast, at another school, the adolescents labelled groups gansters 
or stoners and the adolescents were described as creating a climate of attitude that was 
challenging and directed toward the high-status crowds and the adult authorities. 
Further at another school Garner et al. (2006) revealed a lack of crowd domination, 
with researchers concluding these adolescents did not seem to care enough about 
school to be interested in the peer status structure (Brown & Larson, 2009).  
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This differentiation in peer network composition across these various contexts 
is the result of adolescents’ constructing their own peer group cultures, based on 
different peer activities of the adolescents from different backgrounds (Chen, 2012). 
This is in line with Corsaro’s (1985) observations of children understanding their 
culture as their own and that it runs in parallel to the rules and meaning used during 
interactions with parents and teachers. What is also of interest, as pointed out by 
Corsaro (1985), and addressed in part by Gardner et al. (2006) is that while adolescent 
culture “superficially” appears to isolate itself from and challenge adult culture, in 
fact it reflects it. According to Gardner et al. (2006) the norms and values of most 
leading crowds in adolescent society are essentially the same as those of white, 
middle-class adult communities. That is, adolescent culture replicates, reproduces, 
and exaggerates themes in adult culture in general. It may be that Brown’s 
“conventional peer structure” is the adolescent, cultural reproduction of adult culture.  
  
An alternative explanation for the differentiation found in peer network 
composition across studies has been offered by Cross and Fletcher (2011). They argue 
that the unique group labels are an artefact of different techniques for measuring 
crowds (Brown & Larson, 2009). For example, Garner et al. (2006) used a range of 
techniques (e.g. self-report surveys from students attending the schools, participant 
observations conducted over a semester, and insights from parents-as-researchers) to 
determine the structure of peer crowds in schools in their metropolitan region (Brown 
& Larsen, 2009).   
 
The sample for the thesis was drawn from a regional catholic school 
population8 and self-report survey methodology was used to collect data. 
Interestingly, none of the adolescents in the sample reported belonging to the 
populars, partiers, nerds, musicians, dancers, family, school class, toughs, street kids 
or mishrats. The majority of adolescents reported belonging to the group labelled 
“friends” (males, 46%; females, 57% - refer to Table 11), suggesting the adolescents 
were attending to “interaction-based” relations when making judgements about 
groups to which they belong, as opposed to assessing their group’s reputation/status. 
                                                 
8 According to Archbishop Edward Gilbert (2008): “when the concept of Catholic is added to the concepts of culture and identity 
the universality of the Church brings a significant context… The Church does not identify with any culture yet operates in every 
culture… It is committed to the process of establishing an authentic personal identity within and among people by restoring them 
to Christ.”    
P a g e  | 145 
 
 
Other researchers (Lesko, 1988; Varenne, 1982) according to Veed (2009) have 
reported resistance by adolescents to classifying themselves within their peer network. 
This finding relates to the purpose of crowds and membership being indicative of 
symbolic representation (e.g. dressing similarly to a crowd type) as addressed by 
Brown et al. (1994). Adolescents may associate with the crowd whose norms offer the 
best “fit” with their own values and interests, to the extent they believe that they are 
perceived this way by peers. That is, crowd membership indicates an adolescent’s 
reputation among peers rather than his or her cluster of friends. Crowd labels are 
meant to define who a person is or how a person acts rather than with whom a person 
hangs out (Brown & Huang, 1995). Crowd membership consists of being joined by 
symbolic reputation rather than by time spent interacting with members (Veed, 2009).  
 
Friendship groups are commonly “cliques” and they are defined as smaller 
groups with common activities and shared interests (Brown, 2004). They are also 
remarkably similar in membership number, and according to Cotterell (2007), 
members are likely to call these groups friendship groups. As shown in the present 
sample, a high percentage of cliques (males, 57%; females, 73% - refer to Table 7) 
were identified according to group membership numbers. In accordance with La 
Gaipa’s (1979) categorisation process there is also variability in the quality of the 
friendship adolescents reported (refer to Table 8). This is evident with shifts from 2nd 
degree friendship (close) through to 4th degree friendship (social acquaintance), thus 
suggesting different stages of friendship development in this adolescent population.  
 
In categorising themselves this sample has selected friendship, possibly 
because friendship contributes to a sense of self through involvement in valued 
relationships (Allan, 1998), supported by adolescents’ references to the self (“I”) 
when reporting reasons for belonging to groups. According to Allan (1998) this 
occurs independently of people’s role positions, especially those tied to structural 
locations like a school setting or a workplace. During friendship interactions these 
adolescence are likely expressing their individuality, demonstrating their varied 
qualities and competences, and signifying their distinct identities as people (Allan, 
1998). As explained by Allan (1998) this is achieved by distancing themselves from 
activity in which individuality is submerged by a group identity, such as class, gender; 
and in this case group locations, attributes, activities or behaviours (refer Table 6).  
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As explained by Allan (1998) the characteristics of equality in friendship plays 
a significant role in shaping peoples social identities. Through building affinities with 
others who occupy a similar social and economic location, individuals affirm their 
own position, cement their status and give substance to their identities. In friendships 
they are able to act in ways that highlight their uniqueness (e.g. perhaps by being 
critical of some aspect of the social context), while the particular form the friendship 
takes is being influenced by the specific context in which it develops (Allan, 1998). 
Allan (1998) references studies that show individuals value friendship for the 
confirmation of the self it provides them. He explains that patterns of friendship that 
emerge within a given social formation are shaped by the character of economic and 
social relationships within that formation. In turn, there is an articulation between the 
social locations individuals occupy and the identity their friends help them construct 
and sustain. They can signify who the person really is (Allan, 1998).   
 
The variation in friendship quality in this adolescent population is consistent 
with Youniss’ (1985) description that symmetrical reciprocity evolves through 
cooperative exchange of direct reciprocity, a consequence of the process of 
constructing procedures of discussion, debating, arguing, negotiating and 
compromising (Piaget, 1965). According to Laursen and Hartup (2002) friendship 
reciprocity progresses from notions of material equality into temporary affiliations, to 
notions of need satisfaction in semi-permanent affiliations. These deep-level changes 
in friendship conceptions are accompanied by surface-level changes in social 
exchanges that transform exchange relationships into communal relationships. 
Laursen and Hartup (2002) explain communal relationships describe affiliations with 
friends, family members and romantic partners; while exchange relationships define 
all others (Hinde, 1997). This sample of adolescent friends, are in stages of 
negotiating the extent to which they allow each other within the emotional closeness 
of the relationship. The most fundamental form of friendships is companionship, 
where friends are partners in leisure activities and adventures with the common 
feature of activities with friends being enjoyment arising from the shared nature of the 
experience. The relationship then moves toward more intimate friendships, which are 
proposed to comprise three aspects. The first aspect consists of elements of closeness, 
affections, disclosure and commitment. The second aspect involves the practice of 
partners adapting their behaviour to that of the other to preserve closeness, and the 
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third aspect is the realisation of the importance of balancing one’s own needs out of 
respect for others (Shulman, Laursen, Kalman & Karpovsky, 1997). 
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7.5.2 Pattern of Peer Group Belonging 
 
The pattern of adolescent perceptions for group belonging (refer to Table 9) suggests 
the process (as discussed by social identity theorists) of a shifting salience between 
individual, relational and group identity. The reasons adolescents belong vary from 
the individual level, being in the relationship, to referencing qualities of group 
members. Statements about belonging can be considered to reflect the relational 
quality (mutuality and sense of reciprocity) of the collective identity process, that is, 
people’s identification with groups and social categories to which they belong. The 
“I” statements reflect an individual’s sense of belonging, which can be considered a 
function in the adolescents’ development on the psychological plane. The “we” 
statements reflect the adolescent acting as belonging in relations (Vignoles et al. 
2011) and can be considered to represent a function in the adolescents’ development 
on the social plane, appearing between people as an inter-psychological category 
(Vygotsky, 1978/1981).  
 
If we consider ego identity, the “I” is agent, originator, and executive of one’s 
individual thoughts and actions; the “We” is collaborator with others in collective, 
cooperative enterprises (Triandis, 1990; Newman & Newman, 2001). Newman and 
Newman (2001) explain that the “We” includes elements of the ego system pertaining 
to deep desires to be connected to others and the underlying beliefs that establish 
one’s sense of connection to others. The “I” relates to elements of the ego system that 
pertains to deep desires to be an independent individual with an underlying sense that 
one is unique and separate from others. Newman and Newman (2001) point out that 
the “We” and “I” are complementary aspects of the ego system, although, at times, 
they may be in conflict.  
 
“They” statements reflect passive participation or extrinsic acceptance in the 
social environment, highlighting the important extra-psychic dimension of 
reciprocating responses (such as recognition, expectations and similarity feedback) on 
the social plane, which Erikson believed contributed importantly to self-definition and 
the process of identity (Abend, 1974). However, “they” statements also suggest that 
group belonging may be contingent on the characteristics of group members. Of note, 
is a study conducted by Tanti, Stukas & Halloran (2008) examining shifts in the 
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tripartite self-concept in which they found the relational self becomes less prominent 
in later adolescence, and the individual and the collective self, increase in prominence 
–suggestive of  the importance of the relational self in the building identity.    
    
As discussed by Vignoles, Schwartz & Luyckx (2011) the core issue 
addressed by identity regardless of how it is conceptualised is “who am I?” They 
point out that “you” can be singular and plural. As such, identity can refer to the self-
definitions of the individual (I am…), as well as to pairs of individuals, small face-to-
face groups, and larger social categories (we are…). They add that the question of 
who one is can also be posed reflexively (to oneself introspectively – who am I?) or to 
other group members (who are we?), as well as social interaction between individuals 
and between groups. Further they point out identity can be considered not only to 
comprise “who you think you are” (individually or collectively), but also “who you 
act as being” in interpersonal and intergroup interactions. Concluding that the identity 
question “who are you?” encompasses a range of diverse but related contents and 
processes.  
 
Seeing the self as the same as group members, and being seen as the same by 
group members, fits with Erikson’s definition of identity as a “sense of sameness”. R. 
Gordon (personal communication, 2012) pointed out it is not just that the adolescent 
is the same as peers, it is that the adolescent has something inside oneself that the 
peers also have inside them; and it is through identification that the experience of 
oneself becomes connected to the other. Gordon contrasted identification with the 
process of imitation. In imitation the adolescent is trying to “be like the other” 
because there is a feature about the other they like; whereas identifying with the other 
leads to the realisation there is something more intimately the same in them as there is 
in the other person. Moreover, a blend of imitation and identification constitutes the 
process of homophily (Ackland & O’Neil, 2011). This highlights the important 
contribution of the peer group context as facilitating the development of a generalised 
sense of self and identity, away from parental relationships (Hill, Bromell, Tyson & 
Flint 2007). 
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7.5.3 Patterns of Peer Group Entry 
 
Statements about group entry (refer to Table 21 and Table 22) appear to reflect 
Tajfel’s (1978) in-group out-group bias, as can be seen by comparing statistics when 
adolescents rate their own group (entry is “easy”) versus adolescent ratings when 
accessing groups generally (entry is “difficult”). This finding can be explained by 
using Turner’s self-categorisation theory. The process of categorisation accentuates 
both perceived similarities between stimuli (physical objects or people, including self) 
belonging to the same category and differences between stimuli belonging to different 
categories (Hogg, Terry and White, 1995). A significantly higher percentage of older 
adolescents rated their own group as easy to enter compared to the younger 
adolescents, and there was a trend showing that a higher number of males rating 
group entry easy, compared to female adolescents.9   
 
Differences in group entry with reference to the adolescents’ own group, as a 
function of age in this population (refer to Table 19, Statements Attributed to Entry 
Ratings) likely relate to either: would-be group members lacking skill required to 
enter (“depends on whether they can do what we do”) or to the notion that groups are 
“closed” because group/s are constituted by long-term friendship. Adolescent 
responses to difficult entry with reference to groups generally shows adolescents will 
find entry difficult because group members can be judgemental, and group members 
fear relational change among existing group members if new members are permitted 
entry – suggestive of a shift in the hierarchical structure of groups. There is also 
pressure on would-be member/s to be similar and confident in their approach. 
Research has also shown that younger adolescents are more susceptible to the 
influence of status (Eder, 1985; Schofield, 1981). Younger adolescents place more 
impetus on group membership to high status groups. As discussed, in early 
adolescence feelings toward and treatment of crowds such as high status groups 
(“populars”) change from envy and ingratiation to avoidance and resentment as 
adolescents become disillusioned with the ‘snobby’ behaviour of Populars.  
 
There is also a shift in the tightly bound same-sex cliques of early 
adolescence, as peer groups differentiate into mixed-sex cliques (Brown, 1990), 
                                                 
9 I think this is tied to alienation (attachment subscale) and authoritarian parenting style – higher number of girls from 
authoritarian and externalising which would make group access more difficult. 
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which many adolescents may find difficult to negotiate. Similar to peer group status, 
younger adolescents are susceptible to peer pressure with a shift in resistance to peer 
pressure as a function of age. This may contribute to entry difficulty in early 
adolescence. Studies have shown that development of susceptibility to peer pressure 
in adolescence follows an inverted u-shaped curve, with an increase in susceptibility 
during early adolescence, peaking around the age of 14, and then declining with age 
(Chassin, Hussong, Barrera, Molina, Trim & Ritter, 2004; Simons-Moron, Lerner & 
Singer, 2005). These studies have specifically examined peer pressure to engage in 
antisocial behaviour (Steinberg & Monahan, 2007). Based on this finding, Steinberg 
and Monahan (2007) developed a new self-report instrument that separated 
susceptibility to peer pressure from willingness to engage in antisocial activity. Their 
results, from data comprising more than 3,600 males and females between the ages of 
10 and 30 (pooled from one longitudinal and two cross-sectional studies), showed that 
across all demographic groups, resistance to peer influences increased linearly 
between ages 14 and 18.  
 
If we juxtapose reasons for belonging to a group with ease of entry (“average 
entry”) statements into groups we can discuss intergroup relational qualities. In order 
for adolescents to access certain social experiences they are required to make 
decisions about becoming similar or pretending to be ways they may feel they are not. 
To some degree entry depends on individual qualities (like reputation and confidence) 
or level of authenticity (motivation or reason for wanting to access the group). These 
group entry characteristics are likely related to friendship level and would contribute 
to the variability of successful entry into groups for adolescents. They would be based 
on the norms that have evolved in the peer group environment.       
 
It was specifically hypothesised that as a consequence of the second 
individuation process during adolescence, adolescents would report belonging to 
youth established groups more often than to adult established groups. This hypothesis 
was based on adult observations of adolescents socialising more with peers during 
adolescence, and youth reporting spending more time with peers, and less time with 
adults when they enter adolescence (Bernt, 1979; Clarke-Stewart et al., 1988).   
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The change in adolescent-adult relations reported in the literature was 
reflected in this study as approximately three quarters of the adolescents (79%) 
reporting they belong to youth established groups, compared to adult established 
groups (21%). In addition, among older adolescents, participation in adult groups 
increases over two fold, with ten of the fourteen adolescents belonging to the older 
female group (refer to Table 11). The age and gender of the adolescent was shown not 
to be associated with the establishment of the group (refer Table 10 & Table 11).      
 
The adolescents participating in this study predominantly labelled their 
friendship group as “friends”, and these adolescents largely came from groups 
established by youth; with the exception of two subjects. The fourteen adolescents 
reporting they belong to adult established groups consisted of ten older female 
adolescents (refer Table 10 & 11 respectively), and four younger males. The finding 
that some adolescents reported belonging to adult established groups can be 
considered from a number of perspectives.   
 
Although there is a perception relations with parents and parental influence 
declines (Laursen & Collins, 2009) during adolescence, research indicates that despite 
altered patterns of interaction, relationships with parents remain important social and 
emotional resources well beyond childhood (Collins & Steinberg, 2006; Smetana, 
Campione-Barr & Metzger, 2006). Firstly, studies suggest adolescents tend to 
perceive parents as authority figures, rather than as full persons in their own right. 
Laursen and Collins (2009) argue that it is the content and quality of these 
relationships, rather than actions of either parent or adolescent alone that determines 
the nature and extent of family influence on adolescent development. Hence the 
greater psychological distance from parents may enable adolescents to view adult 
lives of non-parents more objectively and with less emotional interference (Youniss & 
Smollar, 1985). Secondly, as discussed by Hirsch et al. (2002) the developmental 
perspective would hypothesise that the older females are employing newly developed 
cognitive capabilities (Harter, 1999) and demonstrate the expected movement away 
from the peer group - toward dating couples - making them more receptive to the 
influences of non-parental adults. Adults can play a formative role in the older 
adolescents’ development through conveying knowledge or skills required for adult 
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life. They can challenge the adolescent and provide new perspectives, as well as 
serving as role models (Hamilton & Darling, 1989). This may also provide older 
adolescent access to learning about potential identities, and how these might be 
integrated into a coherent whole or self (Harter, 1999). For example, adults can 
facilitate entry into the labour market (Sullivan, 1989) and help adolescents realize 
occupational ambitions (Levinson, 1978). However, as explained by Hirsch et al 
(2002) these hypotheses have yet to be tested.  
 
An alternative explanation for the larger number of older females, compared to 
younger males, reporting belonging to adult established groups may involve the trend 
that was found for group reference and ease of entry ratings by gender. 
Approximately 62% of the females in this study rated entry into peer groups in the 
general environment as “difficult”. These females may see adult relationships as 
providing a dependable source of support (Rhodes, Ebert, & Fischer, 1992; Hirsch et 
al, 2002) in a peer environment where group entry is perceived as restrictive by a high 
percentage of females.  
 
In contrast, the younger male adolescents reporting membership of groups 
established by adults could be viewed as at the start of the adolescent age-
developmental continuum. Hence, these young males can be seen to be starting the 
process of moving away from adults. Adult relationships can provide dependable 
sources of support and inspiration for young adolescents to do their best (Rhodes, 
Ebert, & Fischer, 1992). Again however, these male adolescents may be experiencing 
similar group access pressures as those experienced by older female adolescents.  
 
Table 19 provides a number of reasons for why these fourteen adolescents are 
in adult established groups. Some reasons provided for difficult entry into group relate 
to the personal attributes of the would-be group member. For example, if the 
adolescent has an anxious disposition (e.g. “being nervous”), and/or lacks confidence 
(“[find] it hard to ask to join”) it is likely group access would be difficult. 
Alternatively, if these adolescents lack similarity or are unfamiliar to group members 
in the target group - concepts related to homophily in adolescent groups - these youth 
will find entry difficult. If these adolescents have been judged by the target group as 
P a g e  | 154 
 
 
having a reputation considered low status, they will find group access difficult. If the 
adolescent does not have the skill required by the group, they may find group access 
difficult, as the type of group the adolescent is trying to access matters, a sport group 
(or some activity group) with a higher chance of being established by an adult, would 
be easier to access, than a friendship group. Alternatively if the adolescent has the 
skill required to enter a sport or activity group, access would likely be easier than 
attempting to join a friendship group.  
 
When contrasting constraints to group entry with reasons adolescence 
provided for easy entry into groups, opposite group member qualities are provided for 
easy entry. For example, reasons for easy entry include pro-social personal attributes, 
peers being similar and familiar, and adolescents demonstrating adequate skill for 
group entry. Interestingly, adolescents who rate “average entry” into groups, give 
insights into the type of self-altering behaviour adolescents must entertain when 
considering group entry - ”dressing and acting similar assists entry”. It is noted that 
dressing and acting the same as group members is a symbolic representation of group 
identification (Gordon, 2012) and necessary for identity building.  
 
However, adjusting the self to gain acceptance from others and groups is also 
connected with the quality of adolescents’ self-esteem. When Urberg, 
Degirmenciouglu and Tolson (1998) examined friendship selection and termination 
on a wide variety of variables, they found friendship selection played a stronger role 
in similarity than influence. Likewise, when investigating social status and group bias, 
Horn (2006) found that high status group members were chosen over low status group 
members to participate in school activities. Adolescents’ who identified themselves as 
high status, were significantly more likely to select a high status target than 
adolescents identifying with low status groups, or those listed as having no group at 
all. Further, these adolescents were more likely to use conventional reasoning for their 
peer selections than adolescents who identified themselves with low status groups or 
listed no group, and less likely to use moral reasoning when justifying their 
judgements. This suggests that modifying the self, to be similar to members in the 
group to be joined, has social advantages in terms of group belonging and access to 
potential identifications.  
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This has implication for the adolescents’ health. Theoretical perspectives 
converge in suggesting varying sources from which self-esteem can be derived might 
have different effects on the nature and quality of people’s sense of personal value. 
Self-esteem that is derived from conditionally accepting relationships, living up to 
external standards of value, or failing to fully integrate one’s life experiences with 
internal representations of the self, produces a fragile, insecure sense of self-worth 
that requires constant monitoring, vigilance and defence. In contrast, self-esteem that 
is based on more stable sources such as unconditional relationships with autonomy, 
supportive other or validation of what are considered to be intrinsic self-attributes, 
may produce a more solid, secure sense of self-worth (Schimel, Arndt, Pyszcznski & 
Greenberg, 2001). This self-esteem dynamic may relate to Scheff’s (1997) discussion 
about group members being too close or too far from the group. He explained 
relationships in which the bond is too loose are isolated and mutual misunderstanding 
or failure to understand or mutual rejection is the result. Relationships in which the 
bond is too tight are engulfed, and at least one of the parties in the relationship 
(usually the subordinate party) understands and embraces the standpoint of the other 
at the expense of their own beliefs, values or feelings, likely contributing to a lower 
self-esteem. 
 
As the results suggest, a healthy self-esteem is a necessary prerequisite for 
easy group entry – personal attributes such as being “comfortable” and “being 
yourself will earn you respect” and easier entry into groups. In contrast, being low in 
self-esteem and/or low in status, coupled with the need to belong and a requirement to 
adjust the self to “fit in”, in an authentic manner, would make group entry extremely 
difficult. This combination of characteristics would lead to impoverished access to 
“potential” zones of proximal development; and consequently impairment in healthy 
synthesis and execution of ego functions because acquisition of competence would be 
limited because of restricted group activity. In contrast, a high self-esteem and/or high 
status appear necessary ingredients in accessing “potential” zones of proximal 
development. This might be why it is so important for adolescents to move toward 
changing their social status and adopting cognitive strategies and social behaviours 
that facilitate access to peer group experiences. Context seems to be the primary 
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influence (Harris, 1995; 2000). Social exchanges between friends are especially 
sensitive to environmental demands and constraints (Hartup & Laursen, 1993; 
Laursen & Hartup, 2002). Circumstances can make friends act in a manner that would 
not otherwise be typical of the relationship.       
 
It was also examined whether the gender composition of adolescent peer 
groups changed according to developmental level as shown in Dunphy’s (1963) 
Australian study. It was hypothesised consistent with Dunphy’s (1963) study, that the 
gender composition of younger adolescent groups would be same-sex and the gender 
composition of older adolescent groups would be mixed-sex. The finding from this 
study that younger males are significantly more likely than older males to have same 
sex groups is consistent with observations made by Dunphy (1963) in his classic field 
study. Younger males’ maintained same-sex cliques with a shift toward mixed-sex 
cliques in the older male groups (refer to Figure 1 for diagram of this developmental 
progression). Cotterell (2007) illustrated the process of shifting between level one and 
three (refer to Figure 1) of this transition in his description of a topological approach 
to describing social structure. The observation takes place in a central pedestrian mall 
of Brisbane (Australia) and describes the behaviour of a group of ten adolescent boys 
about 15 to 16 years of age:   
 
“Their main purpose seemed to be to ‘hang around’ and ‘check out the talent’.  
For a time they stood chatting together and glancing around, but then their attention 
took focus of a nearby group of five girls who were also casting glances at the boys.  
In this period of group attentiveness and appraisal, which lasted for some minutes, the 
boys’ group swelled with the addition of several new arrivals.  The glances of the 
group continued, accompanied from smiles from girls, in a manner that seemed 
‘flirtatious’ to the observer. Following the continued glances between the two groups, 
the body language of the group became intense and the glancing looks became bolder, 
with shuffling and jostling among group members.  Eventually, about after half an 
hour one boy broke away from his mates and walked over to talk to the girls… (p. 
54)” 
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This precedes the progression and move away from peer groups to dating 
couples, as depicted in level 4 to level 5. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6 The Development of Heterosexual Cliques, Crowds and Couples. 
The development of heterosexual cliques, crowds, and couples. Individual sets without an arrow are not interacting. Sets with 
arrow are interacting groups. Overlapping sets are interacting between included figures only 
Note:  Figure reproduced from Gullotta, Adams & Markstorm, (2000) discussion depicting emergence from same-sex groups. 
 
The finding that younger male adolescents belong to same-sex groups was 
also expected for younger female adolescents, however they showed a similar pattern 
of gender composition to older female and male adolescents, reporting mixed gender 
groups. This difference when compared to Dunphy’s (1963) finding may be related to 
a larger percentage of younger females being aged 15 years (38% of the sample), 
putting them in the higher age range for the cohort, compared to male counterparts 
(21% of the sample; refer to Table 1 for gender/age frequencies).   
 
Connolly and McIsaac (2009) discuss the importance of same-sex peer groups 
making a significant contribution to the interpretation, communication and regulation 
Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5 
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of romantic norms, and Dunphy (1963) discussed the importance of social context on 
adolescent romantic development and argued that the central function of mixed 
gender composition is to solidify the adolescents’ heterosexual role. Brown (1999) 
talked about romantic identity as part of the identity complex, with it attained between 
same-sex and mixed-sex groups. Interestingly, two males belonged to a group that had 
mostly females and one female belonged to a group that had mostly males. This could 
be suggesting a level 3 transition in process (refer to Figure 1), alternatively it could 
be depicting difficulties in relations with same-sex peers.   
 
The present study also examined whether adolescents identified their group as 
having a particular group structure (primary, secondary, tertiary structure) indicative 
of group health as observed in clinical group work with adolescence (Gordon, 1997) 
and suggestive of relational quality with peers as discussed in the developmental 
literature (Jordan, 1985; Piaget, 1965; Youniss, 1980, 1985). It was found that 
adolescents who reported belonging to a youth established group, opposed to adult 
established groups, differed significantly in reports of their group structure. A higher 
percentage of adolescents reporting the tertiary group structure belonged to a youth 
established group, suggesting these adolescents may perceive relations with group 
members as equal. That is, the group’s social synchrony is characteristic of direct 
reciprocity. In contrast, adolescents in adult established groups may perceive relations 
with group members as complementary, suggesting the roles of two or more members 
are different but necessary for the ongoing activity of the group – for example, a 
leader and follower/s (Cairns, 1997; Farmer, 2007). Youth established groups with a 
tertiary structure may provide adolescents with communal-sharing relationships with 
equal distribution and shared identity, as opposed to participation in adult or youth 
established groups (with a primary or secondary structure) which would provide 
authority ranked relationships, characterised by a social synchrony of dominance 
(Fiske, 1993; Laursen & Hartup, 2002).  
 
Differences in the structure of group membership would have implications for 
adolescent self-esteem and sense of autonomy functioning. As discussed, self-esteem, 
derived from conditionally accepted relationships, living up to external standards of 
value lead to a failure to fully integrate life experiences with internal representations 
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of self, and produce a fragile and insecure sense of self-worth. For example, 
belonging to an adult established “Jocks” group (consisting of a primary or secondary 
structure) would be conditional on a specific skill set and sporting attitude, and fail to 
provide feedback about the members’ intrinsic value. It would also limit access to 
mixed-gender peer groups. In contrast, belonging to a youth established, “friends” 
group (consisting of tertiary membership structure) is more likely to provide and 
experience of intrinsic value, and produce self-esteem based on stable sources - 
unconditional relationships where the member is supported and validated for their 
intrinsic self-attributes, while being granted a sense of autonomy (Schimel, 
Pyszcznski, Arndt & Greenberg, 2001). It is also more likely to provide exposure to 
mixed-gender groups.  
 
If the adolescent is subject to the forces of status and peer pressure the 
adolescents sense of autonomy, considered important for health, can be compromised 
(Allan et al., 2006). Given the research findings, it would be expected that these 
pressures (status and peer pressure) would be stronger in younger adolescent groups 
and slowly decrease with age. 
 
7.5.4 Conclusions 
 
The peer group profile in this population was categorised by the adolescents as a 
combination of “conventional peer structure” and “unique” group names. The 
differentiated labelling of the adolescent peer network is consistent with findings from 
other research studies that have addressed peer group climates/contexts/networks. The 
majority of adolescents in this study labelled the group they belonged as “friends”. 
These groups where predominantly interactional-based groups, not reputation-based 
or status driven groups, which are considered repositories for symbolic social 
identification processes. These finding reflect the different functions of cliques and 
crowd as shown in other studies examining adolescent groups (Brown et al, 1994, 
2006; Garner, Bootcheck, Lorr, & Rauch, 2006; Youniss, 1994). Explanations put 
forward for adolescents predominantly labelling their group as “friends” involved 
adolescent resistance in classifying themselves within their peer network, and the 
notion that belonging to   “cliques” usually associates membership as friendship 
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(Brown, 2004; Cotterell, 2007; Veed, 2009). However, friendship affords interactions 
in which adolescents can express their individuality, demonstrate their varied qualities 
and competence, and be allowed to signify distinct identities as people (Allan, 1998). 
As discussed by Allan (1998), this is achieved by distancing themselves from 
activities in which their individual identity is submerged by group identity. Salience 
of social identity would create difficulty in critically expressing personal views about 
a group to which the adolescent belongs and it would constrain the adolescents’ 
uniqueness (Allan, 1998).  
 
Reasons provided by the adolescents for group belonging and ease of entry, 
reveal a number of characteristics that facilitate or constrain group entry. 
Characteristics that facilitate group entry relate to individual qualities and social skills 
(confident, outgoing, comfortable with self), processes of social categorisation 
(homophily – similarity, preparedness to alter self to fit in), skill level (sport groups 
are looking for skilled players) or the purpose or goal of the group (sport, closed long-
term friendship group), and interpersonal characteristics of group membership 
(familiar, judgmental, fearful of group dynamics changing); with the negative 
attributes of these characteristics reflecting constraints to group entry. These 
characteristic have been implicated in impacting on the adolescents’ self-esteem and 
sense of autonomy in both positive and negative ways and likely impact on the mental 
health of adolescents.  
 
Chapter 8 reports the results for parent and peer attachment style. The quality 
of attachment is considered to play a role in enhancing the adolescents’ capacity (e.g. 
via. individual qualities of self-esteem and social skills) to enter and move around 
peer groups; as well as contribute to the hierarchical structure of the groups 
adolescents report belonging.    
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Chapter 8  Results: Attachment Security - Trust, Communication and 
Alienation 
 
This chapter focuses on the findings from the Inventory of Parent and Peer 
Attachment ([IPPA]; (Armsden & Greenberg, 1986). Owing to the small number of 
participant used to calculate the correlation coefficients the margin of error is likely to 
be higher, masking the true relationship of these variables and compromising the 
validity and reliability of the results. The first section provides a summary of Pearson 
product-moment correlation coefficients computed to assess relationships between 
adolescent ratings on the mother, father, and peer attachment subscales (trust, 
communication and alienation) from the IPPA. The second section examines how 
each attachment subscales vary according to age and gender. The third section 
examines how each of the attachment subscales varies according to the peer group 
characteristics: group establishment, group establishment combination, group 
structure, number of peer groups adolescents spend time, and ease of entry into 
groups.  
 
8.1 Mother, Father and Peer Attachment Subscales 
 
Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients were computed to assess 
relationships among the IPPA attachment subscales for mother, father and peers for 
each of the four groups. Results are presented in Tables 24 to 27. 
 
8.1.1  Correlations Among Attachment Subscales for Younger Males 
 
As can be seen in Table 24 there was a moderate positive relationship between 
peer communication and peer trust (r=.63, p<.01) indicating higher trust in peers is 
associated with higher degrees of openness in communication with peers. There were 
no other significant correlations for younger males and peers for the attachment 
subscales. Likewise, there were no significant correlations between peer or mother 
attachment subscales for the younger male adolescents; and no significant correlations 
were found between the peer and father attachment subscales.   
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As shown in Table 24, a strong positive correlation was found between mother 
trust and mother communication (r=.76, p<.01) for younger males, suggesting the 
degree of trust felt in their relationship with mother is strongly related to quality of 
communication experienced with mother. A similar strong positive relationship 
between father trust and father communication was also found (r=.71, p<.01). In 
addition, there was an unexpected finding for the younger males, with father 
communication and father alienation correlating moderately (r=.48, p<.05). This 
suggests that higher scores in communication with father are associated with greater 
alienation toward father.       
  
Strong positive correlations between mother trust and father trust (r=.81, 
p<.01), mother communication and father trust (r=.67, p<.01), and a moderate 
positive correlation between mother communication and father communication 
(r=.53, p<.05) were also found. Thus younger males who experience mutual trust and 
open communication with mother also experience a similar degree of trust and 
openness in communication with father.   
 
Table 24 Adolescent Attachment Subscales Correlated with Parent Attachment Subscales 
for Younger Males 
 Mother 
Trust 
Mother 
Com 
Mother 
Alienation 
Father 
Trust  
Father 
Com 
Father 
Alienation 
Peer 
Trust 
Peer 
Com 
Peer 
Alienation 
Young Males          
Mother Trust (N=19) - .763** .286 .812** .315 -.245 - - - 
Mother Com (N=19) - - .360 .668** .525* -.119 - - - 
Mother Alienation (N=19)  . . - .362 .343 .178 - - - 
Father Trust (N=19) - - - - .712** .197 - - - 
Father Com (N=19) - - - - - .479* - - - 
Father Alienation (N=19) - - - - - - - - - 
Peer Trust (N=16)  .036 -.002  .101 -.106 -.162 -.078 - .627** -.010 
Peer Com (N=16) -.051  .232  .110 -.299 -.064 -.171 - - -.013 
Peer Alienation (N=16) -.390 -.049 -.226 -.390 -.118  .259 - - - 
*p<.05; **p<.01 
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8.1.2  Correlations among Attachment Subscales for Younger Females 
          
As found with the younger males, there is a strong positive correlation between peer 
trust and peer communication (r=.89, p<.01) for younger female adolescents (refer to 
Table 25). In contrast to the younger males, for younger females there was a 
moderate, positive correlation between mutual trust and feelings of anger and 
alienation toward peers (r=.48, p<.05). This suggests that young females who are 
more trusting of their peers also demonstrate greater feelings of anger and alienation 
toward peers. Similarly, there was a moderate positive correlation between younger 
female communication with peers and peer alienation (r=.89, p<.01) indicating that 
greater feelings of anger and alienation are associated with more open communication 
among younger female adolescents. 
 
There were no significant correlations between the peer and mother 
attachment subscales, but there was a moderate correlation between peer trust and 
father trust (r=.43, p<.05). This suggests the more the young females trust their peers, 
the more likely they are to feel a higher degree of trust toward father. A moderate 
positive correlation between father and peer alienation (r=.48, p<.05) was also found. 
Therefore, younger female adolescents who experienced stronger feelings of anger 
and alienation toward their father similarly experienced stronger anger and alienation 
toward their peers. 
 
Like the younger male adolescents, for the younger females there was also a 
strong positive correlation between mother trust and mother communication (r=.77, 
p<.01); and a moderate positive correlation between father trust and father 
communication (r=.69, p<.01). This suggests that when the younger females feel a 
stronger degree of trust in their parents, they communicate more openly with their 
parents. There was also a strong positive correlation between mother trust and father 
trust (r=.72, p<.01), a moderate positive correlation between mother trust and father 
communication (r=.53, p<.05); a moderate positive correlation between mother 
communication and father communication (r=.65, p<.01), and mother communication 
and father trust (r=.57, p<.01). Thus younger females who experience mutual trust 
and open communication with mother, experience a similar degree of trust and 
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openness in communication with father. Consistent with their male counterparts, there 
was a moderate, positive correlation between father communication and father 
alienation (r=.48, p<.05) for younger female adolescents. Again this suggests that 
higher scores in communication with father are associated with greater anger and 
alienation toward father.  
 
Unlike younger males, younger females also showed a moderate, positive 
correlation between father trust and father alienation (r=.50, p<.05), suggesting the 
degree of trust felt by younger females toward fathers is associated with feelings of 
anger and alienation toward fathers. In contrast to their male counterparts, mother 
trust was moderately correlated with mother alienation (r=.51, p<.05); and father trust 
was moderately correlated with father alienation (r=.50, p<.05). This indicates how 
younger females’ communicate with mothers and fathers vary with anger and 
alienation. As shown in Table 25, how younger females communicate with mother 
and father was also associated with anger and alienation, as suggested by 
communication to mother being moderately correlated with feelings of anger and 
alienation toward mother (r=.55, p<.05); and communication with father being linked 
with feelings of anger and alienation toward father (r=.48, p<.05). It can also be seen 
in Table 25 that there was a moderate positive correlation between mother alienation 
and father alienation (r=.56, p<.01), indicating that younger females feelings of anger 
and alienation vary in a similar manner toward parents. 
 
Table 25 Adolescent Attachment Subscales Correlated with Parent Attachment Subscales 
for Younger Females 
 Mother 
Trust 
Mother 
Com 
Mother 
Alienation 
Father 
Trust  
Father 
Com 
Father 
Alienation 
Peer 
Trust 
Peer 
Com 
Peer 
Alienation 
b. Young Females          
Mother Trust (N=23) - .770** .512* .724** .531* .302 - - - 
Mother Com (N=23) - - .551** .569** .648** .087 - - - 
Mother Alienation (N=23) - - - .229 .390 .558** - - - 
Father Trust (N=23) - - - - .685** .501* - - - 
Father Com (N=23) - - - - - .480* - - - 
Father Alienation (N=23) - - - - - - - - - 
Peer Trust (N=22)  .219 -.032 -.209  .425* .205 .278 - .892** .496* 
Peer Com (N=22)  .071 -.089 -.244  .350 .264 .256 - - .358 
Peer Alienation (N=22) -.056 -.226  .279 -.111 .021 .480* - - - 
*p<.05; **p<.01 
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8.1.3 Correlations among Attachment Subscales for Older Males 
 
As depicted in Table 26 a strong positive correlation was found between peer 
trust and peer communication (r=.79, p<.01), and a moderate positive correlation 
between peer trust and peer alienation (r=.52, p<.05). This suggests older males who 
report higher levels of trust with peers, communication with their peers in a similar 
manner. Likewise, those older males who experience higher levels of trust with their 
peers also demonstrate stronger feelings of anger and alienation toward them.       
 
Table 26 also illustrates strong positive correlations between peer trust and 
mother trust (r=.78, p<.01), peer trust and mother communication (r=.80, p<.01), and 
a moderate positive relationship was found for peer communication and mother 
communication (r=.64, p<.01). This suggests that the older males’ experience of trust 
and open communication with peers seems to vary in a similar strength to their feeling 
of trust and communication with mother. As with the younger females, there was a 
moderate, positive relationship between peer trust and mother alienation (r=.68, 
p<.01), indicating that feelings of anger and alienation toward mother are associated 
with stronger levels of trust with peers. 
 
 As shown in Table 26, similar correlations were found for older males 
between peer trust and father trust (r=.69, p<.01), peer trust and father communication 
(r=.76, p<.01), and peer trust and father alienation (r=.78, p<.01), suggesting that for 
the older males higher levels of trust in relations with peers is associated with higher 
levels of trust and open communication with father. Further, a stronger feeling of trust 
in peers for the older males is associated with stronger feelings of anger and alienation 
toward their father. There was also a moderate, positive correlation between peer 
alienation and mother alienation (r=.78, p<.01) and peer alienation and father 
alienation (r=.61, p<.05). For the older males stronger feelings of anger and alienation 
toward their peers, vary with their experience of anger and alienation toward parents.  
 
Table 26 shows that like their younger counterparts, the older males 
demonstrated an association between mother trust and mother communication, and 
father trust and father communication, with strong positive correlations between 
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mother/father trust and mother/father communication (r=.74, p<.01; r=.90, p<.01) 
respectively. Those older adolescents who had higher trust with mother and father 
also demonstrated better communication with them. 
 
As illustrated in Table 26 older male adolescents showed a moderate to strong 
correlations on all the parent attachment subscales. Table 26 shows that when the 
older males experience higher levels of trust with mother, their experience of trust 
with father varies in a similar manner (r=.73, p<.01). Likewise, for the older males 
there were strong positive correlations between mother trust and father 
communication (r=.77, p<.01), mother communication and father communication 
(r=.77, p<.01), and a moderate positive relationship between mother communication 
and father trust (r=.64, p<.05). Thus older males who are experiencing mutual trust 
and open communication with mother are experiencing a similar degree of trust and 
openness in communication with father.  
 
Unlike their younger male counterparts the older male adolescents 
demonstrate strong positive correlations between mother communication and father 
alienation (r=.72, p<.01), mother alienation and father trust (r=.66, p<.01), mother 
alienation and father communication (r=.73, p<.01) and mother alienation and father 
alienation (r=.73, p<.01). There was also a strong positive relationship between father 
trust and father alienation (r=.92, p<.01). This suggests that for older males, the 
experience of open communication with mother is associated with stronger feelings of 
anger and alienation toward father. Conversely, higher levels of trust or open 
communication with father, is associated with stronger anger and alienation toward 
mother. However, strength of anger and alienation vary in a similar direction for both 
parents. Further, for older males higher levels of trust with father is associated with 
stronger anger and alienation toward father.  
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Table 26 Adolescent Attachment Subscales Correlated with Parent Attachment Subscales 
for Older Males 
 Mother 
Trust 
Mother 
Com 
Mother 
Alienation 
Father 
Trust  
Father 
Com 
Father 
Alienation 
Peer 
Trust 
Peer 
Com 
Peer 
Alienation 
c. Older Males          
Mother Trust (N=16) - .740** .895** .729** .767** .696** - - - 
Mother Com (N=16) - - .812** .638* .769** .717** - - - 
Mother Alienation (N=16) - - - .661** .725** .721** - - - 
Father Trust (N=15) - - - - .896** .920** - - - 
Father Com (N=15) - - - - - .855** - - - 
Father Alienation (N=15) - - - - - - - - - 
Peer Trust (N=15) .784** .802** .677** .693** .756** .777** - .792** .518* 
Peer Com (N=15) .387 .641* .412 .241 .456 .373 - - .454 
Peer Alienation (N=15) .497 .427 .605* .372 .349 .608* - - - 
*p<.05; **p<.01  
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8.1.4  Correlations among Attachment Subscales for Older Females 
 
As can be seen in Table 27, there were no significant correlations between 
peer subscales and parent subscales for the older female adolescents. There was a 
strong positive relationship between peer trust and peer communication (r=.79, 
p<.01), a moderate relationship between peer trust and peer alienation (r=.43, p<.05) 
and peer communication and peer alienation (r=.63, p<.05). In a similar manner to the 
older males, older females who are more trusting of their peers are also more open in 
communication with their peers. Likewise, and again incongruously, those older 
females who hold greater trust in peers demonstrate stronger feelings of anger and 
alienation toward peers. Further, in line with their younger females and older male 
peers, there were strong positive correlation for mother/father trust and mother/father 
communication (r=.88, p<.01; r=.86, p<.01), and mother/father trust and 
mother/father alienation (r=.73, p<.01; r=.82, p<.01), respectively. This suggests that 
when older females feel a stronger degree of trust with mother and father, they 
communicate more openly with both parents—but also the higher the degree of trust 
for mother and father, the stronger the anger and alienation toward both parents.             
 
Table 27 Adolescent Attachment Subscales Correlated with Parent Attachment Subscales 
Older Females 
 Mother 
Trust 
Mother 
Com 
Mother 
Alienation 
Father 
Trust  
Father 
Com 
Father 
Alienation 
Peer 
Trust 
Peer 
Com 
Peer 
Alienation 
d. Older Females          
Mother Trust (N=26) - .880** .726** .003 .002 .253 - - - 
Mother Com (N=26) - - .697** -.068 .012 .235 - - - 
Mother Alienation (N=26)   - .179 .176 .385 - - - 
Father Trust (N=25) - - - - .859** .815** - - - 
Father Com  (N=25) - - - - - .657** - - - 
Father Alienation (N=25) - - - - - - - - - 
Peer Trust (N=25) .328 .187 .276 -.204 -.280 -.087 - .788** .430* 
Peer Com (N=25) .240 .052 .235 -.217 -.398 -.201 - - .627** 
Peer Alienation (N=25) .176 .039 .403 .055 -.306 .140 - - - 
*p<.05; **p<.01 
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8.2 Attachment Subscales by Age and Gender 
 
Means and standard deviations obtained from IPPA attachment subscales for mother, 
father and peer by age group and gender are shown in Tables 28 to 30. Two-way 
between subjects ANOVAs were conducted to examine differences on these subscales 
by age group and gender. As shown in Table 28, there was a gender effect on the 
mother alienation subscale, but this needs to be interpreted in light of the significant 
gender by age interaction. As depicted in Figure 7, on mother alienation, younger 
males scored higher than younger females but older males scored similarly to the 
older females.  
 
  
 
Figure 7 Mean Scores for Mother Attachment Subscales by Age and Gender 
 
A significant gender by age interaction was also found for the mother trust 
subscale, and there was a trend that approached significance for the gender by age 
interaction on the mother communication subscale (p<.07). In both cases, younger 
males were found to score higher than older males while older females were found to 
score higher than younger females.   
 
Table 28 Mother Attachment Style Subscale Means, Standard Deviations and ANOVA-F 
Value by Age and Gender 
 Attachment Subscales Trust  
Age Group and Gender Trust Communication Alienation 
 Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev. 
Younger Males     (N=19) 44.81 4.94 33.58 7.67 24.21 2.96 
Younger Females (N=23) 40.23 5.72 31.43 8.20 18.91 5.38 
Older Males         (N=16) 40.21 7.32 31.94 7.29 23.50 4.55 
Older Females      (N=26) 43.78 6.31 34.92 7.53 23.23 4.36 
       
ANOVA F-values for Age Group F (1,74) =   .13, p>.05 F (1,74) =   .05, p>.05 F (1,74) = 2.93, p>.05 
ANOVA F-values for Gender F (1,74) =   .13, p>.05 F (1,74) =   .11, p>.05 F (1,74) = 7.21, p<.05 
ANOVA F-values for Age Group and 
Gender 
F (1,74) = 8.07, p<.05 F (1,74) = 3.50, p>.05 F (1,74) = 6.27, p<.05 
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As shown in Table 29, there was only one significant effect for the father 
attachment subscales, and this was for gender on the father alienation subscale. Males 
were found to score higher than females on this subscale.  
 
Table 29 Father Attachment Style Subscale Means, Standard Deviations and ANOVA-F 
Value by Age and Gender 
 Attachment Subscales Trust  
Age Group and Gender Trust Communication Alienation 
 Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev. 
Younger Male     (N=19) 40.89   9.15 28.79 7.50 23.79 4.30 
Younger Female  (N=23) 38.83   7.03 26.74 8.26 18.57 4.76 
Older Male          (N=15) 36.60 11.10 26.47 10.39 22.87 5.38 
Older Female       (N=25) 37.67   9.74 28.44 9.94 21.04 5.55 
       
ANOVA F-values for Age  F (1,74) = 2.24, p>.05 F (1,74) =   .01, p>.05 F (1,74) =   .96, p>.05 
ANOVA F-values for Gender F (1,74) =   .46, p>.05 F (1,74) =   .03, p>.05 F (1,74) = 8.75, p<.05 
ANOVA F-values for Age and Gender F (1,74) =   .82, p>.05 F (1,74) =   .70, p>.05 F (1,74) = 1.53, p>.05 
 
Table 30 shows two significant effects for peer attachment subscales; one on 
the communication subscale and one on the alienation subscale for gender.  Females 
scored significantly higher on communication than the male adolescents; and the 
female adolescents scored significantly lower on alienation than the male adolescents.  
 
Table 30 Peer Attachment Style Subscale Means, Deviations and ANOVA-F Value by Age 
and Gender 
 Attachment Subscales Trust  
Age Group and Gender Trust Communication Alienation 
 Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev. 
Younger Males      (N=16)       37.50 3.93 25.75 4.44 27.69 2.52 
Younger Females  (N=22)       38.50 7.03 33.32 5.96 24.59 4.62 
Older Males          (N=15)       38.60 5.82 27.67 6.18 27.80 3.01 
Older Females      (N=24)       40.83 4.38 33.42 3.90 25.96 4.08 
       
ANOVA F-values for Age  F (1,74) =   .93, p>.05 F (1,74) =       .31, p>.05 F (1,74) = 1.06, p>.05 
ANOVA F-values for Gender F (1,74) = 2.35, p>.05 F (1,74) =   36.23, p<.05 F (1,74) = 6.77, p<.05 
ANOVA F-values for Age and Gender F (1,74) =  .55, p>.05 F (1,74) =       .15, p>.05 F (1,74) =   .84, p>.05 
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8.3 Attachment Subscales by Peer Group Characteristics 
 
Means, standard deviations, and ANOVA results for attachment subscales according 
to the group factor, group establishment combination - whether adolescents spend 
time (opposed to feel they belong) in groups established by adults and/or in groups 
established by youth only - is presented in Table 31.  No significant difference was 
found for the attachment dimensions; regardless of the combination of groups the 
adolescents reported spending time. There was a trend (p <.08) for adolescents who 
reported spending time in youth and adult established groups, rating communication 
with mother lower compared to adolescents spending time in groups established by 
youth only.  
 
Table 31 Attachment Style Subscale Means, Standard Deviations and ANOVA-F Value for 
Group Characteristic, Group Establishment Combination 
 Attachment Subscales 
Group Combination Spend Time Trust Communication Alienation 
 Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev. 
Mother       
Youth Only          (N=29) 43.17 5.25 34.69 7.41 22.55 4.79 
Youth and Adult  (N=48) 41.31 7.54 31.54 7.72 22.44 4.86 
ANOVA F-values F (1,75) = 1.36, p>.05 F (1,75) = 3.10, p>.05 F (1,75) = .01, p>.05 
Father       
Youth Only          (N=29) 37.24 9.33 26.66 9.68 19.97 5.59 
Youth and Adult  (N=48) 38.73 9.17 27.54 8.60 21.98 5.07 
ANOVA F-values F (1,75) = .47, p>.05 F (1,75) = .18, p>.05 F (1,75) = 2.64, p>.05 
Peer       
Youth Only          (N=29) 38.12 6.53 30.88 6.80 26.31 4.06 
Youth and Adult  (N=48) 39.05 4.69 30.11 5.67 26.77 3.64 
ANOVA F-values F (1,68) = .48, p>.05 F (1,68) = .26, p>.05 F (1,68) = .25, p>.05 
Note:  Adult only groups were not included in analysis because of low N=5 and N=2 did not state their groups. 
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Table 32 illustrates means, standard deviations, and ANOVA results for 
attachment subscales according to the group factor, number of groups in which 
adolescents spend time. As shown in Table 32 adolescents did not differ significantly on 
the attachment subscales irrespective of the number of groups they report spending time.  
 
Table 32 Attachment Style Subscale Means, Standard Deviations and ANOVA-F Value for 
Group Characteristic, Number of Groups Spend Time 
 Attachment Subscales 
Number of Groups Spend Time Trust Communication Alienation 
 Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev. 
Mother       
One Group     (15) 43.67 4.88 36.13 6.59 23.00 4.58 
Two Groups   (41) 41.80 7.64 32.49 7.93 22.17 5.02 
Three Groups (22) 41.64 6.18 32.50 7.02 22.55 4.48 
ANOVA F-values F (2,75) = .49, p>.05 F (2,75) = 1.45, p>.05 F (2,75) = .17, p>.05 
Father       
One Group     (15) 39.93 7.77 30.13 9.59 21.07 6.60 
Two Groups   (41) 36.36 9.93 25.15 8.54 20.80 5.14 
Three Groups (22) 41.09 8.47 30.14 8.90 22.32 5.13 
ANOVA F-values F (2,73) = 2.14, p>.05 F (2,74) = 3.05, p>.05 F (2,74) = .57, p>.05 
Peer       
One Group     (15) 36.46 7.32 29.38 7.37 25.08 4.84 
Two Groups   (41) 39.19 5.29 30.97 6.16 26.53 3.65 
Three Groups (22) 39.82 4.80 30.64 5.45 26.82 3.78 
ANOVA F-values F (2,68) = 1.60, p>.05 F (2,68) = .32, p>.05 F (2,68) = .88, p>.05 
 
Table 33 shows means, standard deviations, and ANOVA results for 
attachment subscales according to the group factor, ease of entry into groups.  None 
of the findings were statistically significant, however, a trend was found for mother 
subscale alienation which approached significance (p<.06). Those adolescents who 
rated group entry “easy” rated alienation toward mother higher than adolescents who 
rated group entry as “difficult”.   
 
Table 33 Attachment Style Subscale Means, Standard Deviations and ANOVA-F Value for 
Group, Ease of Entry into Groups 
 Attachment Subscales 
Ease of Entry Trust Communication Alienation 
 Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev. 
Mother       
Easy        (N=27) 42.30 7.54 33.15 7.86 24.07 4.35 
Average   (N=20) 43.60 5.07 34.95 6.84 22.10 5.68 
Difficult   (N=37) 41.38 6.78 32.05 8.03 21.16 4.46 
ANOVA F-values F (2,81) = .72, p>.05 F (2,81) = .92, p>.05 F (2,81) = 2.97, p>.05* 
Father       
Easy        (N=26) 38.38 8.773 27.38 8.381 22.92 4.83 
Average   (N=20) 40.90 7.752 29.10 10.20 20.80 6.16 
Difficult   (N=36) 37.34 10.08 27.11 8.76 20.44 5.07 
ANOVA F-values F (2,78) = .97, p>.05 F (2,79) = .33, p>.05 F (2,79) = 1.79, p>.05 
Peer       
Easy        (N=24) 39.67 4.66 30.33 5.81 27.42 3.13 
Average   (N=18) 40.72 3.48 32.89 4.87 26.78 2.65 
Difficult   (N=35) 37.74 6.61 29.77 6.60 25.26 4.75 
ANOVA F-values F (2,74) = 2.02, p>.05 F (2,74) = 1.66, p>.05 F (2,74) = 2.40, p>.05 
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8.4 Discussion 
 
The second aim of this thesis was to determine the relationship between parent and 
peer attachment subscales and the connection between attachment style and the 
quality and structure of the adolescents’ peer groups. Findings for parent and peer 
attachment subscales will be discussed and then the connection found between the 
attachment subscales and peer group characteristics will be examined.  
 
8.4.1 Attachment Subscales for Parents and Peers  
 
8.4.1.1  Attachment Subscales for Mother 
 
Adolescents in the current study demonstrated a strong relationship between the 
maternal attachment dimensions of trust and communication. This finding is 
consistent with other research showing adolescents whose parents are accessible and 
responsive have a more trusting orientations toward their parents, but in addition, it is 
indicative of adolescents’ willingness to tell parents about their activities when they 
perceive their relationship with parents as good (Attachment Handbook; Finkenauer, 
Engels, & Meeus, 2002; Smetana, Metzger, Gettman, & Campione Barr, 2006).  
 
Interestingly, the younger females’ and older adolescents’ perceived 
experience of trust was also associated with higher alienation toward mother. High 
trust in combinations with alienation suggests more conflict in relationships with 
mother, and the possibility of a de-valuing process occurring in relations with mother, 
perhaps as the younger females look more toward peers to meet their emotional needs. 
As adolescents spend increasing amounts of time with their peers, they are likely to 
experience increased discord with parents, accompanied by a decline in feeling close 
to parents (Coleman, 2011; Larson & Richards, 1991; Steinberg & Sheffield Morris, 
2001; Tarrant, 2002). This relationship dynamic would lead to distance and alienation 
from mother. Although specific evidence for the process of devaluing parents could 
not be found in the research literature reviewed, the interpretation that it may be 
occurring in this population is supported by the semantic content of IPPA alienation 
items. The items suggest a lack of personal validation and respect, and feelings of 
isolation in the relationship with mother (“Talking over my problems with my mother 
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makes me feel ashamed or foolish”) and movement away from sharing problems (“I 
get upset a lot more than my mother knows about”) (Armsden & Greenberg, 1987). 
Although relationships with parents are maintained the adolescent inevitably shifts 
toward peer interactions with a focus on reciprocity (Youniss, 1985).  
 
There were also age and gender effects in the degree of trust and 
communication experienced with mother. The younger males and older females 
demonstrated a similar degree of trust and communication with mother, and rated 
trust and communication with mother significantly higher than the younger females 
and older males. Again this supports the idea that younger females are slowly 
distancing themselves from their mothers, in that they may be viewing mothers as less 
responsive and available to meet their needs, but it also suggests, given younger males 
are predominantly in same-sex groups, that the younger females are mixing with older 
male adolescents, suggestive of them exploring their romantic identity. Research (eg. 
Carver, Joyner & Udry, 2003; Connolly & McIsaac, 2009) has shown new patterns of 
gendered romance taking shape in middle to late adolescence. At this stage, females 
become more likely than boys to report a romantic relationship, and the pairing of 
younger females with older males becomes a norm during this period (Connolly & 
McIsaac, 2009). 
 
8.4.1.2  Attachment Subscales for Father 
 
The correlations among the father attachment dimensions showed a different pattern 
than those of the mother attachment dimensions. Firstly, among younger males there 
was a correspondence between the communication and alienation attachment 
dimensions. This suggests that although younger males are communicating well with 
their fathers, they may also be individuating from their fathers into the peer group, 
hence the concurrent focus on alienation. According to Larsen, Pearce, Sullivan and 
Jarrett, (2007) research has shown that the healthiest path of autonomy development 
involves adolescents’ gradual “negotiation” of independence within a context of 
continued family connection. However, conflict would inevitably manifest during this 
process. In a similar manner to their female counterparts in relations with mother, it 
may be that the younger males are beginning to devalue father in favour of their 
P a g e  | 175 
 
 
same-sex peers because they may simply perceive them as more available and 
responsiveness.  
 
Research (Allen & Miga, 2010) using the Adult Attachment Interview has 
shown that when qualities in interactions with parents and peers are contrasted the 
early adolescents’ state of mind is closely linked to social interactions with peers.  
For the younger females and older adolescents there was a correspondence between 
the three attachment dimensions in relations with fathers. The more open the younger 
females and older adolescents were in communication with their father the more 
alienated they felt from him. In addition, male ratings for alienation toward father 
were significantly higher than alienation ratings for the females. This may relate to the 
different functions attachment plays in the adolescent-parent relationship. According 
to Grossmann, Grossmann, Kindler and Zimmermann (2008) adolescents form 
representations and utilise attachments to fathers in ways that are unique from and 
complimentary to maternal attachment. They made this claim following their 
longitudinal study of children’s social and emotional development in not-at-risk 
middle-class, two-parent families (which commenced in the mid- and late 1970s) 
examining children’s experience in the domains of attachment and exploration 
through infancy, childhood and adolescence. They found attachment quality to mother 
and father to be independent of each other (Grossmann & Grossman, 2010). A secure 
attachment relationship to the mother provides comfort and relaxation, including at 
the physiological level, when the child is distressed. In contrast, the father provides 
security in the context of monitoring and controlling excitement through sensitive and 
challenging support when the child’s exploratory system is aroused (Grossman et al., 
2008). Based on their findings from this 22-year longitudinal study, they concluded: 
“our findings suggest that the quality and predictive power of the child–father and 
child–mother attachment relationships derive from different sets of early social 
experiences, and consequently should be assessed differently (Grossmann et al., p. 
861)”. Recent studies support this view and have highlighted father’s role in the 
emotional socialisation of their children (see Lamb, 1977, 2002, for reviews). 
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8.4.1.3  Attachment Subscales for Mother and Father 
 
A number of similarities and differences were found in adolescent responses for the 
mother and father attachment dimensions. The differences in findings for age and 
gender can be explained using the developmental difference of “two years” found 
between males and females as discussed in the literature. A pattern of trust and 
communication in relations with both parents was found for the younger males. When 
the younger males’ experience of trust and communication with mother became more 
coherent, so did their feeling of trust in relations with father. This finding suggests 
that when younger males view mother as willing and able to attend to, and satisfy 
their emotional needs, as well as communicate with them in a coherent and open 
manner; they feel similarly towards father’s availability to attend and satisfy their 
needs.  
 
Like the younger males, the younger females demonstrated a correspondence 
between trust and communication for the mother and father attachment subscales. 
When younger females felt a high degree of trust and were communicating openly 
with mother, they experienced a similar degree of trust and openness in 
communication with father. In contrast to the younger males, when the younger 
females became increasingly alienated from mother there was a corresponding shift in 
alienation toward father. This difference between younger males and females may 
depict the younger females’ separation and individuation from parents, and may also 
relate to their move into mixed-gender groups and the possible exploration of 
romantic identity. As the younger females mix with male adolescents there may be 
increasing conflict with both parents. As the younger females can be considered to be 
ahead of their male counterparts by two years, a strengthening in alienation toward 
parents is not yet evident in the younger males’ relations with parents. 
 
The older males revealed bidirectional relationships between the three 
attachment dimensions for mother and father. When the older males experienced a 
high degree of trust, openness in communication and alienation from father, they 
experienced a similar increase in these attachment dimensions in relations with 
mother. Again, like the younger females there is evidence that the conflict that comes 
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with the progressive development of autonomous functioning is generating conflict 
with parents. Interestingly, none of the attachment dimensions for mother and father 
correlated for the older females. This may be related to the older females being two 
years ahead of their male counterparts. Research has shown that older adolescents are 
the least likely to seek their fathers out for attachment-type provisions, with the lowest 
percentage (less than 1%) found among young adult females in long term romantic 
relationships (Doherty & Feeney, 2004). Progressively the adolescents can be viewed 
as individuating and separation from their parents.  
 
It should be noted that the generalised or category-based beliefs model, posits 
a link between parent stereotypes and expectations about adolescence in general, and 
parents relations with their own adolescent children (Collins, 1995). As explained by 
Collins (1995) those who expect adolescence to be a period of turmoil are more likely 
to behave in a manner that provokes relationship deterioration, compared with those 
who expect adolescence to be relatively benign, thus beliefs become a self-full-filling 
prophecy. This may also be contributing to the high degree of alienation adolescents 
feel toward parents.  
 
8.4.2  Attachment Subscales for Peers 
 
All the adolescents demonstrated an association between trust and communication 
with peers. That is, as trust became stronger, their communication with peers became 
more open. However because of the correlational nature of this finding it is unclear as 
to whether feelings of trust get stronger because communication is more coherent, or 
conversely, along with more open communication peers become more trusting. These 
results do however suggest that as adolescents become more attuned and feel secure 
with peers, there is emerging synchrony in relations allowing the maintenance of a 
coherent and mutually rewarding interpersonal exchange (Cassidy & Shaver, 2008). 
This would be particular for the younger males as feelings of anger and alienation did 
not vary along with trust and communication with peers. On the other hand, the 
younger females and older adolescents demonstrated an association between trust and 
anger and alienation in relations with their peers; and the older females demonstrated 
and association between communication with peers and anger and alienation toward 
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peers. This would suggest that there are interpersonal interactions occurring that are 
disrupting the synchrony peer relations for the younger female and the older males 
and older females.   
 
Alienation in relations with peers can be viewed as deriving from dilemmas 
associated with common identity, common bond, or both (Newman & Newman, 
2001). In the present study, increases in adolescent ratings on “alienation” items from 
the IPPA suggest lack of emotional validation (“Talking over my problems with my 
friends makes me feel ashamed or foolish”), uncertainty (“It seems as if my friends 
are irritated with me for no reason”); concealment of true feelings (“I get upset a lot 
more than my friends knows about”), anger (“I feel angry with my friends”), and 
isolation (“I feel alone or apart when I am with my friends”) in interpersonal relations 
with peers (Armsden & Greenberg, 1987). Alienation that is related to issues of 
common identity would be likely to occur when the adolescent is forced to take on a 
role, or is expected to comply with group expectations to which they do not subscribe 
(Gordon, 1997; Newman & Newman, 2001).  
 
According to De Saussure (1939; cited in Meissner, 1972) identification is 
produced by admiration, affection, and imitation and in order for identification to 
occur, a relation of confidence and trust to the identified peer must exist. The state of 
trust alleviates the fear of being exploited and it minimises feelings of vulnerability 
(Boon & Holmes, 1992). Therefore, if trust is a precondition for identification, and 
adolescents are experiencing disruption in the social synchrony of the peer group, 
they may be in a position where they have to “risk” trusting peers (Boon & Holmes, 
1991; Rousseau et al., 1998) in order to access group identification processes—even if 
their opinions, beliefs and values substantially differ from those of the groups to 
which they are viewed to belong (Newman & Newman, 2001). As explained by Boon 
and Holmes (1992) central to the definition of trust are inferences and attributions 
regarding people’s motives across situations, from which expectations can be derived. 
Hence, on an intrapersonal level the adolescent would be required to render 
themselves vulnerable based on their expectations peer intentions or behaviour will be 
positive (Rousseau et al., 1998).  
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An examination of adolescent comments about group entry lends support to 
this hypothesis. A number of adolescent comments suggest conflicting opinions, 
beliefs and values. For example, reasons for difficult group entry: “group fears 
dynamics among members will change”; “assessment of reputation and motives for 
joining [the group]”. Perhaps Lewin’s (2005) description of the peer group being a 
context that creates distinct learning opportunities through building an atmosphere of 
trust where individuals can disclose vulnerabilities, may not apply to the present 
sample of adolescents, and instead these adolescents are creating contexts where 
members are being exposed to criticism or rejection. The high alienation result for the 
attachment subscales suggests adolescents may have some conflicting feeling when 
extending trust on an interpersonal level in their peer groups. Alienation associated 
with issues of a common bond, are described to occur when adolescents are unable to 
form interpersonal ties that provide them with feelings of acceptance and emotional 
support. Different types of alienation can arise from several different sources. These 
include harsh parenting, a lack of social skills, being overly aggressive or 
domineering, or alternatively, being withdrawn and socially inept (Poulin et al., 1999; 
Newman & Newman, 2001). These experiences can generate interpersonal conflicts 
that could give rise to mutual antipathies, such as bully-victim dyads, competitors, 
and peers who simply dislike each other (Abecassis, 2003). Alternatively, they could 
lead to adolescents pretending to be friends, and consequently losing the experience 
of intrinsic worth which impacts on self-esteem (Schimel et al., 2001).  
 
This dilemma may create anxiety and disrupt healthy exploration and 
expression of the self. Under conditions of interpersonal coldness, distancing, neglect, 
or rejection from adolescents, they may find they cannot count on these relationships 
to serve as a source of emotional or instrumental support (Dishion et al., 2000; 
Newman & Newman, 2001). According to Dishion et al. (2000) these adolescents 
lack a template for experiencing the foundational benefits of belonging that are 
associated with group identity (Newman & Newman, 2001). These adolescent may 
end up residing in the subsets of youth marginalized due to some marker, such as 
minority status, physical abnormalities, or developmental delays, or as a result of poor 
social skills and low academic motivation (Newman & Newman, 2001). As pointed 
out by Newman and Newman (2001) often these students are labelled as “nobodies,” 
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“loners,” “disengaged,” or “outcasts” (Brown et al., 1993; Clark, 1962; Rigsby & 
McDill, 1975). All of these factors could be playing out in the group dynamics of the 
current population and could account for the high levels of alienation. 
 
There was also evidence for a gender effects for the peer attachment 
dimensions. Female adolescents scored significantly higher on communication with 
peers, and significantly lower on alienation compared to male adolescents. This can 
be accounted for by basic friendship quality features. It has been shown that female 
adolescents manifest a higher quality and more intimate relationships in their 
friendships than males (Radmacher & Azmitia, 2006). Several studies have 
highlighted female adolescents’ predominantly focus on relationships and 
communication, so this finding is not surprising (e.g., Connolly & McIsaac, 2009). 
 
8.4.3  Parent and Peer Attachment 
 
One of the second aims of this research was to determine the relationship between 
parental and peer attachment. Specifically it was hypothesised that adolescents who 
rated attachment to parent as secure would also rate attachment to peers as secure. 
However, this hypothesis could not be directly tested as over half of the adolescents 
(56/84) were categorised as having an “undifferentiated security” attachment style 
group. Thus the relationships of interest were examined by exploring each of the 
attachment dimensions (trust, communication and alienation) for parents and peers. 
 
There were no correlations to support the association of attachment 
dimensions in relationships with parents and peers for younger male and the older 
female adolescents. This indicates that how these adolescents trust, communicate and 
experience anger and alienation with parents is not related to their expression in 
relationship with peers. There was however, some evidence of an association between 
the attachment dimensions for parent and peer in correlations for the younger female 
and older male adolescents. In contrast to the younger males, when younger females 
reported higher trust with father this was associated with a higher degree of trust with 
peers. A relationship between father alienation and peer alienation was also present 
for the younger females. The older male experience of trust with mother and father 
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was also associated with a higher degree of trust in peers. In addition the higher the 
trust in peers, the more open communication and the stronger the anger and alienation 
toward both parents. Like their younger females peers, the older males also 
demonstrated an association between father alienation and peer alienation. In contrast, 
there were no correlations between the parental and peer attachment dimensions for 
the older female adolescents.   
 
These finding can be explained using the hypothesis that romantic identity 
exploration is occurring in relationships between the younger female and the older 
male adolescents. The finding suggests that some features of attachment dimensions 
in the adolescent-parent relationship may be associated and enacted in peer-peer 
relationship—perhaps, specific to exploring romantic identity. This would mean that 
the younger males have not yet started their romantic identity exploration, and the 
older females are perhaps “identity achieved” (Moshman, 1999).  
 
8.4.4  Attachment and Peer Group Characteristics 
 
The last part of the second aim of this study was to determine the hypotheses that 
adolescents who rated their attachment to parents and peers as secure would find 
group access easy, be able to move freely between adult and youth established groups, 
and belong to more groups, than adolescents who rated their attachment to parents and 
peers as insecure. Again these hypotheses could not be directly tested as over half of 
the adolescents (56/84) were categorised as having an “undifferentiated security” 
attachment style group. Thus the relationships of interest were examined by exploring 
each of the attachment dimensions (trust, communication and alienation) to the 
characteristics of the peer group.  
 
Only two of the mother attachment dimensions and two of the peer group 
characteristics approached significance. It was found that those adolescents who 
reported spending time in both youth and adult established groups were significantly 
less open in communication with their mother compared to their peer; and those 
adolescents who rated entry into their peer group as easy, reported a significantly 
stronger degree of anger and alienation toward mother, compared to their peers. These 
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finding can be explained in a number of ways. In explaining the first finding, it may 
be that those adolescent who report less coherent communication with mother are 
seeking comfort (e.g. IPPA item 7: “I feel it is no use letting my feelings show around 
my mother.”) and guidance (e.g. IPPA item 5: “I like to get my mother’s point of 
view on things I’m concerned about.”) from alternative adults (Grossmann and 
Grossman, 2010). In research conducted by Hendry, Roberts and Glendinning (1992) 
adolescents, at a Scottish secondary school, where asked to identify significant non-
familial relationships. Those adolescent respondents who selected adults (mostly 
teachers and group leaders) reported their function as believer, enabler and teacher for 
the adolescent (Cotterell, 2007). In explaining the second finding, those adolescents 
who report easy group entry, and a stronger degree of alienation to mother, may be 
looking toward father to provide their security needs, given father’s identified role 
when the exploratory behavioural system is aroused (Grossman et al., 2008). Given 
these limited finding characteristics defining membership of some groups appear to be 
independent of the attachment dimensions. In Chapter 9 the relationship between the 
attachment dimensions and parenting style will be examined. 
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Chapter 9 Results: Parenting Styles 
 
This chapter focuses on the findings from the Parental Authority Questionnaire 
([PAQ]; (Buri, 1991). In section one of chapter nine parenting style frequencies for 
mother and father parenting categories obtained from the PAQ are presented. Section 
two presents the means and standard deviations obtained from IPPA attachment 
subscales for mother, father and peer by parenting category. One-way between 
subjects ANOVAs are conducted to examine differences on parenting styles by 
attachment subscales. Chi Square test of goodness of fit are used to determine 
relationships between the four parenting styles (authoritarian, authoritative, 
permissive and undifferentiated) for mother and father parenting category and peer 
group characteristics and are presented in section three of this chapter.     
 
9.1 Parenting Style Frequencies 
 
Table 34 shows the frequencies for adolescents who reported authoritarian, 
authoritative, permissive and undifferentiated parenting style for mother (MPC) and 
father parenting category (FPC). It can be seen that adolescents reported the 
‘undifferentiated parenting style (MPC 44%, FPC 32%), that is their parents did not 
have a predominant parenting style, as the most frequent parenting style. This was 
followed by authoritarian (FPC 25%). The remaining parenting styles were 
comparable in frequency being either eighteen percent (MPC, permissive, FPC 
authoritative) or nineteen percent (MPC authoritarian, MPC authoritative, and FPC 
permissive).  
 
Table 34 Parenting Style Percentages and Frequencies for MPC and FPC 
 Mother Parenting Category 
(MPC) 
Father Parenting Category 
(FPC) 
Parenting Style   
Authoritarian         19.00% (N=16) 25.00% (N=21) 
Authoritative         19.00% (N=16) 17.90% (N=15) 
Permissive             17.90% (N=15) 19.00% (N=16) 
Undifferentiated    44.00% (N=37) 32.10% (N=27) 
Total N N=84 N=79 
Note:  N=5missing data reported not having a father. 
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Table 35 shows percentages for parenting style from the MPC and FPC by age 
group. A greater number of older adolescents reported an undifferentiated maternal 
parenting style while a greater number of younger adolescents reported a permissive 
paternal parenting style. However, the overall relationship between age group and 
parenting style for mother and father was not significant.  
 
Table 35 MPC and FPC Frequencies for Age Group 
 
 Age Group Total 
  
12-15 years 
 
16-18 years  
 
Mother Parenting Style  
Authoritarian 
 
21.40% (N=9) 
 
16.70% (N=7) 
 
19.05% (N=16) 
Authoritative 19.00 (N=8) 19.00% (N=8) 19.05% (N=16) 
Permissive 23.80% (N=10) 11.90% (N=5) 17.86% (N=15) 
Undifferentiated 35.70% (N=15) 52.40% (N=22) 44.05% (N=37) 
Total N N=42 N=42 N=84 
  
12-15 years  
 
16-18 years 
 
Father Parenting Style     
Authoritarian 21.40% (N=9) 32.40% (N=12) 26.58% (N=21) 
Authoritative 14.30% (N=6) 24.30% (N=9) 18.99% (N=15) 
Permissive 50.00% (N=8) 50.00% (N=8) 20.25% (N=16) 
Undifferentiated 45.20% (N=19) 21.60% (N=8) 34.18% (N=27) 
Total N N=42 N=37 N=79 
    
MPC Fisher’s Exact test = 3.24, p>.05 
FPC Fisher’s Exact test = 5.21, p>.05 
Note:  N=5missing data reported not having a father. 
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Table 36 shows percentages for parenting style from the MPC and FPC by 
gender. Although a greater percentage of females (MPC, 49%; FPC 36%) reported the 
undifferentiated parenting style, the overall result for gender and parenting style for 
mother and father was not significant.      
 
Table 36 MPC and FPC Frequencies for Gender 
 Gender Total 
  
Male 
 
Female 
 
Mother Parenting Style     
Authoritarian 25.7% (N=9) 14.3% (N=7) N=16 
Authoritative 14.3% (N=5) 22.4% (N=11 N=16 
Permissive 22.9% (N=8) 14.3% (N=7) N=15 
Undifferentiated 37.1% (N=13) 49.0% (N=24) N=37 
Total N N=35 N=49 N=84 
  
Male 
 
Female 
 
Father Parenting Style    
Authoritarian 28.1% (N=9) 25.5% (N=12) N=21 
Authoritative 18.8% (N=6) 19.1% (N=9) N=15 
Permissive 21.9% (N=7) 19.1% (N=9) N=16 
Undifferentiated 31.3% (N=10) 36.2% (N=17) N=27 
Total N N=32 N=47 N=79 
    
Chi Square MPC Fisher’s Exact test = 3.60, p>.05  
Chi Square FPC Fisher’s Exact test =   .25, p>.05  
Note:  N=5missing data reported not having a father 
 
 
9.2 Attachment Subscales by Parenting Style  
 
Means and standard deviations obtained from IPPA attachment subscales for mother, 
father and peer by parenting category are presented in Tables 37 and 38. One-way 
between subjects ANOVAs were conducted to examine differences on these subscales 
by parenting style, and where significant, there were examined further using Tukey 
post hoc tests.      
 
As can be seen in Table 37, there was a significant difference among the four 
parenting styles and the trust attachment subscale for mother, father and peers. Tukey 
post hoc test showed that adolescents with an authoritative (p<.01), undifferentiated 
(p<.01) or permissive (p<.05) maternal style reported higher levels of maternal trust 
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than those with an authoritarian maternal style. Tukey post hoc test also showed that 
adolescents with an authoritative maternal style reported higher levels of paternal trust 
(p<.05) and peer trust (p<.05) than those parented in the other styles. 
 
Table 37 also shows there was a significant difference among the four 
parenting styles and the communication attachment subscale for mother. Tukey post 
hoc test showed that adolescents parented in the authoritative (p<.05) and 
undifferentiated (p<.01) maternal style report more open communication with mother 
(p<.05), than adolescents parented in the authoritarian or permissive maternal style. 
There was a trend (p<.08) observed for adolescents parented in the authoritative and 
undifferentiated maternal style, communicating more openly with father than 
adolescents parented in the other maternal styles.  
 
Table 37 MAC by Attachment Subscale 
 Mother  Father  Peer  
Trust Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
Authoritarian      (M, N=16; F, N=15; P, N=14) 35.44  8.32 35.60  10.84 35.70  7.23 
Authoritative      (M, N=16; F, N=16; P, N=13) 44.25  4.68 43.69  5.36 41.23  3.66 
Permissive          (M, N=15; F, N=14; P, N=15) 41.80  7.34 36.71  5.95 39.93  4.45 
Undifferentiated (M, N=37; F, N=37; P, N=35) 44.41  4.02 38.59  9.79 39.43 5.12 
Total N               (M, N=84; F, N=82; P, N=77)    
ANOVAs  F (3,80) = 9.68, p<.01 F (3,78) = 3.06, p<.05 F (3,73) = 3.64, p<.05 
       
Communication       
Authoritarian      (M, N=16; F, N=15; P, N=14) 27.94 7.95 25.80 8.75 28.64 6.30 
Authoritative      (M, N=16; F, N=16; P, N=13) 35.00 7.01 31.38 7.24 32.77 5.40 
Permissive          (M, N=15; F, N=14; P, N=15) 31.93 8.56 23.50 7.38 30.73 6.10 
Undifferentiated (M, N=37; F, N=37; P, N=35) 34.97 6.63 28.23 9.68 30.69 6.14 
Total N               (M, N=84; F, N=82; P, N=77)       
ANOVAs  F (3,80) = 3.94, p<.05 F (3,78) = 2.35, p>.05 F (3,73) = 1.05, p>.05 
       
Alienation       
Authoritarian      (M, N=16; F, N=15; P, N=14) 21.19 3.78 20.80 4.71 25.36 4.22 
Authoritative      (M, N=16; F, N=16; P, N=13) 22.44 6.34 21.94 5.34 26.08 4.82 
Permissive          (M, N=15; F, N=14; P, N=15) 21.60 3.92 20.07 4.23 26.93 2.63 
Undifferentiated (M, N=37; F, N=37; P, N=35) 23.05 4.93 21.73 6.00 26.46 4.05 
Total N               (M, N=84; F, N=82; P, N=77)       
ANOVAs  F (3,80) = .68, p>.05 F (3,78) = .44, p>.05 F (3,73) = .42, p>.05 
Note M = mother; F=father; P=Peer - N=5 reported not having a father but N=3 completed father attachment subscales and 
were included in the analysis; N=8 failed to complete the peer attachment subscales. 
 
As can be seen in Table 38 there was a significant difference among the four 
parenting styles and the trust attachment subscale for mother and father. Tukey post 
hoc test showed that adolescents with an authoritative paternal style (p<.01) reported 
higher levels of trust with mother than those parented in the authoritarian paternal 
style. Tukey post hoc test also showed adolescents parented in the authoritative 
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(p<.00) and undifferentiated (p<.05) paternal style show a higher level of trust with 
father, that those parented in the other styles. Further, Tukey post hoc test showed 
adolescents with an authoritative paternal style were more trusting of father than those 
parented in the permissive paternal style (p<.05). 
 
Table 38 also shows a significant difference among the four parenting styles 
and the communication attachment subscale for mother and father. Tukey post hoc 
test showed that adolescents parented in the authoritative paternal style (p<.01) 
communicated more openly with mother than those parented in the authoritarian 
paternal style. Likewise, Tukey post hoc test showed adolescents parented in the 
authoritative paternal style (p<.00) communicated more openly with father than those 
parented in the authoritarian paternal style. Tukey post hoc test also showed 
adolescents parented in the authoritative paternal style communicated more openly 
with father, than adolescents parented in the permissive (p<.00) and undifferentiated 
(p<.05) paternal style.  
 
Finally, as can be seen in Table 38 there was a significant difference among 
the four parenting styles and the alienation attachment subscale for father. Tukey post 
hoc test demonstrated that adolescents parented in the permissive paternal style rated 
alienation with father lower (p<.05) than those parented in the authoritative paternal 
style.     
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Table 38 FPC by Attachment Subscale 
 Mother  Father  Peer  
Trust Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
Authoritarian      (M, N=16; F, N=15; P, N=14) 35.44  8.32 35.60  10.84 35.70  7.23 
Authoritative      (M, N=16; F, N=16; P, N=13) 44.25  4.68 43.69  5.36 41.23  3.66 
Permissive          (M, N=15; F, N=14; P, N=15) 41.80  7.34 36.71  5.95 39.93  4.45 
Undifferentiated (M, N=37; F, N=37; P, N=35) 44.41  4.02 38.59  9.79 39.43 5.12 
Total N               (M, N=84; F, N=82; P, N=77)    
ANOVAs  F (3,80) = 9.68, p<.01 F (3,78) = 3.06, p<.05 F (3,73) = 3.64, p<.05 
       
Communication       
Authoritarian      (M, N=16; F, N=15; P, N=14) 27.94 7.95 25.80 8.75 28.64 6.30 
Authoritative      (M, N=16; F, N=16; P, N=13) 35.00 7.01 31.38 7.24 32.77 5.40 
Permissive          (M, N=15; F, N=14; P, N=15) 31.93 8.56 23.50 7.38 30.73 6.10 
Undifferentiated (M, N=37; F, N=37; P, N=35) 34.97 6.63 28.23 9.68 30.69 6.14 
Total N               (M, N=84; F, N=82; P, N=77)       
ANOVAs  F (3,80) = 3.94, p<.05 F (3,78) = 2.35, p>.05 F (3,73) = 1.05, p>.05 
       
Alienation       
Authoritarian      (M, N=16; F, N=15; P, N=14) 21.19 3.78 20.80 4.71 25.36 4.22 
Authoritative      (M, N=16; F, N=16; P, N=13) 22.44 6.34 21.94 5.34 26.08 4.82 
Permissive          (M, N=15; F, N=14; P, N=15) 21.60 3.92 20.07 4.23 26.93 2.63 
Undifferentiated (M, N=37; F, N=37; P, N=35) 23.05 4.93 21.73 6.00 26.46 4.05 
Total N               (M, N=84; F, N=82; P, N=77)       
ANOVAs  F (3,80) = .68, p>.05 F (3,78) = .44, p>.05 F (3,73) = .42, p>.05 
Note M = mother; F=father; P=Peer - N=5 reported not having a father but N=3 completed father attachment subscales and were 
included in the analysis; N=8 failed to complete the peer attachment subscales. 
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9.3 Peer Group Characteristics by Parenting Style 
 
Table 39 shows percentages for parenting style from the MPC and FPC by group 
establishment, and Chi Square test of goodness of fit. The relationship between the 
four maternal parenting styles and group establishment was significant. As shown in 
Table 39, a greater percentage of adolescents who reported an authoritarian (20%) or 
an authoritative (28%) maternal parenting style belonged to a peer group established 
by youth than a peer group established by adults. In contrast, a greater percentage of 
adolescents who reported an undifferentiated (71%) maternal parenting style belonged 
to a peer group established by adults than a peer group established by youth. The 
relationship between the four paternal parenting styles and group establishment 
approached significance (p<.06). As shown in Table 39, a greater percentage of 
adolescents who reported an authoritarian (33%) paternal parenting style belonged to 
a peer group established by youth than a peer group established by adults. In contrast, 
a greater percentage of adolescents who reported a permissive (33%) paternal 
parenting style belonged to a peer group established by adults than a peer group 
established by youth.  
 
Table 39 MPC and FPC Frequencies for Group Establishment 
 Group Establishment 
 Youth Adult 
Mother Parenting Style   
Authoritarian       (N=12) 20.40% (N=11) 7.10% (N=1) 
Authoritative       (N=15) 27.80% (N=15) 0.00% (N=0) 
Permissive           (N=12) 16.70% (N= 9) 21.40% (N=3) 
Undifferentiated  (N=29) 35.20% (N=19) 71.40% (N=10) 
Total N N=54 N=14 
 Youth Adult 
Father Parenting Style   
Authoritarian       (N=17) 32.70% (N=17) 0.00% (N=0) 
Authoritative       (N=15) 21.20% (N=11) 33.30% (N=4) 
Permissive           (N=12) 15.40% (N= 8) 33.30% (N=4) 
Undifferentiated  (N=20) 30.80% (N=16) 33.30% (N=4) 
Total N N=52 N=12 
   
Chi Square   
MPC Fisher’s Exact test = 8.60, p<.05 
FPC Fisher’s Exact test = 7.09, p>.05 
Note:  N=12 did not state group and N=4 reported not belonging to a group and were not included in analysis. 
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Table 40 shows percentages for parenting style from the MPC and FPC by 
peer group structure and Chi Square test of goodness of fit. The relationship between 
the four maternal parenting styles and peer group structure was not significant.  
 
Table 40 also depicts the relationship between FPC and group structure. The 
relationship between the four paternal parenting styles and group structure was 
significant. As can be seen in Table 40 a greater percentage of adolescents who 
reported an authoritarian (30%) or the permissive paternal style (21%) belonged to a 
peer group with a tertiary group structure. In contrast, a higher percentage of 
adolescents who reported an authoritative paternal style belong to a peer group with a 
primary (60%) or a secondary (46%) group structure. 
 
Table 40 MPC and FPC Frequencies for Group Membership Structure 
 Group Membership Structure 
 Primary Structure Secondary Structure Tertiary Structure 
Mother Parenting Style    
Authoritarian 16.70% (N=1) 14.30% (N=2) 18.80% (N=9) 
Authoritative 16.70% (N=1) 21.04% (N=3) 22.90% (N=11) 
Permissive 00.00% (N=0) 14.30% (N=2) 20.80% (N=10) 
Undifferentiated 66.70% (N=4) 50.00% (N=7) 37.50% (N=18) 
Total N=6 N=14 N=48 
 
Father Parenting Style 
   
Authoritarian 00.00% (N=0) 23.10% (N=3) 30.40% (N=14) 
Authoritative 60.00% (N=3) 46.20% (N=6) 13.00% (N=6) 
Permissive 00.00% (N=0) 23.10% (N=3) 19.60% (N=9) 
Undifferentiated 40.00% (N=2) 7.70% (N=1) 37.00% (N=17) 
Total N=5 N=13 N=46 
    
Chi Square    
MPC Fisher’s Exact test = 2.94, p>.05  
FPC Fisher’s Exact test = 13.48, p<.05  
Note:  N=12 did not state group and N=4 reported not belonging to a group and were not included in the analysis.  
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The percentages for parenting style from the MPC and FPC by number of 
groups adolescents’ spend time are depicted in Table 41. The relationship between the 
number of groups adolescents spend time and the manner in which adolescents are 
parented was not significant. 
 
Table 41 MPC and FPC Percentages and Frequencies of Groups Spend Time 
 One group Two groups  Three groups 
Mother Parenting Style    
Authoritarian 6.70% (N=1) 24.40% (N=10) 18.20% (N=4) 
Authoritative 20.00% (N=3) 17.10% (N=7) 18.20% (N=4) 
Permissive 20.00% (N=3) 19.50% (N=8) 13.60% (N=3) 
Undifferentiated 53.30% (N=8) 39.00% (N=16) 50.00% (N=11) 
Total N=15 N=41 N=22 
    
Father Parenting Style    
Authoritarian 6.70% (N=1) 31.60% (N=12) 30.00% (N=6) 
Authoritative 13.30% (N=2) 15.80% (N=6) 25.00% (N=5) 
Permissive 20.00% (N=3) 26.30% (N=10) 15.00% (N=3) 
Undifferentiated 60.00% (N=9) 26.30% (N=10) 30.00% (N=6) 
Total N=15 N=38 N=20 
    
Chi Square    
MPC Fisher’s Exact test =2.86,  p>.05  
FPC Fisher’s Exact test = 8.05, p>.05  
Note: four groups, and five groups were not included in the analysis because of low N 
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The percentages for parenting style from the MPC and FPC by the group 
adolescents’ referenced when rating ease of entry are depicted in Table 42. As shown 
in Table 42 the relationship between the group that the adolescents’ referenced when 
rating ease of entry, and the maternal parenting styles was not significant. Likewise, 
no significant relationship was found between the group that adolescents’ referenced 
when rating ease of entry, and the paternal parenting styles. 
 
Table 42 MPC and FPC Percentages and Frequencies for Group Referenced Ease of Entry 
 Group Reference Total 
Mother Parenting Style Own Group Groups Generally  
Authoritarian 21.7% (N=5) 18.6% (N=11) N=16 
Authoritative 13.0% (N=3) 18.6% (N=11) N=14 
Permissive 17.4% (N=4) 18.6% (N=11) N=15 
Undifferentiated 47.8% (N=11) 44.1% (N=26) N=37 
Total N=23 N=59 N=82 
    
Father Parenting Style    
Authoritarian 40.9% (N=9) 21.8% (N=12) N+21 
Authoritative 9.1% (N=2) 21.8% (N=12) N=14 
Permissive 22.7% (N=5) 20.0% (N=11) N=16 
Undifferentiated 27.3% (N=6) 36.4% (N=20) N=26 
Total N=23 N=59 N=82 
    
Chi Square   
MPC Fisher’s Exact test =   .45, p>.05  
FPC Fisher’s Exact test = 3.94, p>.05  
Note: N=2 did not state reason for group entry. 
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The percentages for parenting style from the MPC and FPC by ease of entry 
ratings into groups are depicted in Table 43. As shown in Table 43 the relationship 
between rating for ease of entry into group and the style in which the adolescent was 
parented was not significant.  
 
Table 43 MPC and FPC Percentages and Frequencies for Ease of Entry 
 Ease of Entry Ratings   
 Easy Average Difficult Total 
Mother Parenting  Style     
 Authoritarian 19.20%(N=5) 21.10% (N=4) 18.90% (N=7) N=16 
Authoritative 7.70%(N=2) 26.30% (N=5) 18.90% (N=7) N=14 
Permissive 19.20% (N=5) 10.50% (N=2) 21.60% (N=8) N=15 
Undifferentiated 53.8% (N=14) 42.10% (N=8) 40.50% (N=15) N=37 
Total N=26 N=19 N=37 N=82 
      
Father Parenting Style     
 Authoritarian 32.0% (N=8) 26.3% (N=5) 24.2% (N=8) N=21 
 Authoritative 12.00% (N=3) 26.3% (N=5) 18.2% (N=6) N=14 
 Permissive 20.00% (N=5) 10.5% (N=2) 27.3% (N=9) N=16 
 Undifferentiated 36.00% (N=9) 36.8% (N=7) 30.3% (N=10) N=26 
 Total N=25 N=19 N=33 N=77 
      
 Chi Square     
 MPC Fisher’s Exact test = 3.91, p>.05   
 FPC Fisher’s Exact test = 3.39, p>.05   
Note: N=2 did not state reason for group entry. 
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9.4  Discussion 
 
The third aim of this research was to determine the relationship between parenting 
styles and attachment styles, and the relationship between parenting style and the 
quality and structure of the adolescent peer groups. Firstly, the relationships found 
between the parent and peer attachment and parenting style will be examined. This 
will be followed by an examination of relationships found between parenting styles 
and peer group characteristics.     
 
9.4.1 Parenting Style by Attachment Subscales  
 
Different patterns were found for the MPC and FPC and attachment dimensions trust, 
communication and alienation. Adolescents who reported being parented in the 
authoritative, undifferentiated or permissive maternal style rated trust significantly 
higher with mother compared to adolescents parented in the authoritarian maternal 
style. In addition, those adolescents parented in the authoritative maternal style rated 
trust with father and peers significantly higher than adolescents parented in the other 
maternal styles. Adolescents parented in the authoritative and undifferentiated 
maternal style also rated communication as more open with mother. Similarly, 
adolescents rated communication with father as more open when parented in the 
authoritative or undifferentiated maternal style. The authoritative and undifferentiated 
styles of parenting may foster greater trust and communication with parents. 
Likewise, the permissive maternal style may strengthen trust in the relationship with 
mother. Differences in the strength of trust and quality of communication between the 
four parenting style with mother and father is perhaps related to the use of different 
types of control in adolescent-parent relationship. For example, both authoritative and 
authoritarian parenting styles provide a well ordered and structured environment for 
the adolescent, with clearly stated rules.  
 
However, the authoritarian style has been described as highly directive, 
autocratic and intrusive in its use of power (Baumrind, 1991; Darling, 1999). The 
authoritarian style would be expected to violate the condition of trust and open 
communication, leading to impairment of synchrony and attunement in the 
adolescent-parent relationship (considered important in building trust). It is unlikely 
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that being parenting in an intrusive, authoritarian style would meet the adolescent 
needs, or provide a warm emotional context for the development of coherent 
communication, which is characteristic of the authoritative style (Eisenberg, Fabes & 
Spinrad, 2006).  
 
As discussed by Darling and Steinberg (1993) responsive (responsiveness) to 
the adolescents needs is a marker of emotional availability in the relationship. Being 
parented by an authoritative parent exposes the adolescent to an emotional climate in 
which there is a high degree of verbal give and take and the adolescent is respected—
bidirectional communication (Darling & Steinberg, 1993). It is likely that the 
adolescent exposed imposition in relations with the authoritarian parent would look 
towards other context to have their needs met in relationships. In part, this has been 
demonstrated in research (Freeman and Brown, 2001) where adolescents categorised 
as secure, report they favour mothers over peers and fathers, when compared to 
insecurely attached adolescents (indicative of lower trust and communication) who 
report a strong preference for peers as their primary target for attachment. These 
results suggest that at least for some adolescents, the style in which an adolescent is 
parented (given attachments association with parenting) can lead to poor 
communication with parents and then onto them favouring relationships with peers, 
over relationships with parents. This would have implication for a healthy progression 
of the individuation and separation process, as the adolescent leaves the adolescent-
parent relationship prematurely in search of identity building material, alluded to in 
Meeus & Dekovic (1995) study, when they found identity development was most 
influenced by peers during adolescents with the parents only having an additive 
positive influence. 
 
Likewise, adolescents exposed to the authoritative or undifferentiated paternal 
style reported significantly stronger trust in relationships with fathers, when compared 
to adolescents parented in the authoritarian paternal style. Adolescents also 
demonstrated a stronger trusting orientation with mother when parented in the 
authoritative paternal style. Those adolescents parented by an authoritative father, 
rated trust with father higher than peers who were parented by a permissive father. 
Only adolescents parented in the authoritative paternal style experienced higher levels 
P a g e  | 196 
 
 
of coherence in communication with mother and father, compared to the authoritarian 
paternal style. Those adolescents parented in the authoritative paternal style also 
communicated with father in a more open manner, than adolescents who were 
parented in the permissive or undifferentiated paternal style.  
 
The results for the parent and peer trust and communication subscales suggest 
the authoritative parenting style encourages the development of a trusting orientation 
and coherence in communication for adolescents. It also shows that in varying 
degrees the undifferentiated and permissive parenting style also offer benefits in terms 
of qualitative improvements in trust and communication in relationship. So perhaps 
for those adolescent who intermittently (undifferentiated) get their needs met and are 
kept in mind, or alternatively get it there way on most things (permissive) get some 
experience that helps them to build trust and communication with parents.  In 
contrast, authoritarian parenting appears to significantly rate a lower quality for both 
trust and communication in relationships with parent and peers.   
 
These findings are compatible with claims from the body of research (Scott, 
Scott & McCabe, 1991; Stienberg, Dornbusch, & Brown, 1992; Sigelman & Rider, 
2009) that discusses how authoritative parenting (in western countries), promotes self-
control and positive self-esteem in children through behavioural processes of setting 
clear and consistent limits, and using reasoning to explain those limits to the child 
(Maccoby & Martin, 1983). The research has implicated mother as being more 
important in relationships when compared to father, indicative of youth reports 
claiming they feel closer to mother and have less conflict with her (Galambos, 
Berenbaum & McHale, 2009; Gorrese & Ruggieri, 2012). Further children with a 
secure attachment to mother have been found to be more accurate or well-meaning in 
their social perception compared to children with an avoidant attachment to mother. 
Likewise, teachers’ have judged securely attached children more positively and more 
favourably along dimensions of ego-control and ego-resiliency (Grossman & 
Grossman, 1991). In a similar manner, but with less importance place on the 
relationship, the authoritative paternal experience affords higher levels of trust and 
communication in the adolescent-parent relationship, however, research suggests 
adolescents form and utilise attachments to father in a unique but complimentary way 
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that they form attachment with mothers. It has been reported these difference pertain 
to fathers providing security within the context of the exploratory system (Grossmann 
et al., 2008) as opposed to security within the context of relationships. 
  
  Findings for the attachment dimensions also showed all the adolescents rated 
alienation toward mother, father and peers as high, with the exception of the younger 
female adolescents who reported low alienation in their relationship. Further, 
adolescents parented in the authoritative paternal style where shown to rate alienation 
with father significantly higher, when compared to adolescents parented in the 
permissive style. The finding for alienation and the younger females will be discussed 
first, and then attention will be directed to difference found between adolescents 
parented in the authoritative and permissive paternal styles for the alienation subscale.  
 
As discussed in Chapter 8, the younger females may be exploring their 
romantic identity in mixed-peer group with the older males, and this may relate to 
their lower scores on alienation in comparison to their peers. In this this situation the 
younger females may not be  attending to the quality of relationships with parents and 
peers (not involved in romance), as they attend to building trust and communicate 
with the older males—in order to gain access to the identifications they require to 
become romantic partners. This might involve extending IWM with parents and peers, 
as they shift along the interpersonal-intergroup continuum (Spears, 2011). It may be 
that the younger females are exploring themselves in relationships with the older 
males (developing a sense of romantic identity) which reduces feelings of 
estrangement from one self and others (Johnson, 1973). As already discussed, 
research (e.g. Carver, Joyner & Udry, 2003; Connolly & McIsaac, 2009) has shown 
new patterns of gendered romance take shape in middle to late adolescence. At this 
stage, females become more likely than boys to report a romantic relationship, and the 
pairing of younger females with older males becomes a norm during this period 
(Connolly & McIsaac, 2009). 
  
The high alienation rating for other adolescents has been discussed as deriving 
from dilemmas associated with common identity, common bond, or both (Newman & 
Newman, 2001) in relations with peers in the peer group. Also adolescent may be 
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coming into increasing conflict with parents as they engage in the major 
developmental issues of handling sexuality, balancing autonomy and accountability, 
developing new relationships with peers, and consolidating an identity (Micucci, 
2007). Examination of the adolescent-parent relationships in the emotional climate of 
the permissive paternal style, suggest relationship dynamics that would minimise 
conflict. Limited restrictions and boundaries are a feature of the permissive parenting 
style (Smetana, 1995). The permissive father would be observed to parent in a non-
punitive, accepting, and affirmative manner, and yield to the impulses, desires, and 
actions of the adolescent. He would allow the adolescent to regulate his/her own 
activities as much as possible, and avoid exercising control. They would encourage 
the adolescent to obey externally defined standards (Baumrind, 1961, 1971). The 
permissive parenting style might not assist the adolescent to develop a self-regulatory 
capacity, but the emotional climate would be conducive to less conflict in the 
adolescent-parent relationship. 
 
These findings support the argument that adolescents parented in the 
authoritative style develop a capacity to trust and communicate with both parents in a 
pro-social manner. They are consistent with adolescent profiles in the research (e.g. 
Guilamo-Ramos et al., 2006) that show adolescents who maintain an open dialogue 
with parents—that is, they perceive them as trustworthy and accessible, engage pro-
social behaviour when confronted with distress and tend to be more empathic (Barber, 
1996; Darling, 1999; Davidov & Grusec, 2006).  
 
9.4.2 Parenting Style and Peer Group Characteristics  
 
A number of relationships were found between the MPC/FPC for the peer group 
characteristics. The style in which the adolescent was parented by mother and father 
related to the establishment (youth versus adult) of the adolescents’ group. If the 
adolescent was parented by and authoritative or an authoritarian mother they were 
more likely to report a belonging to a youth established group. If the adolescent was 
parented by an authoritarian father they were more likely to report belonging to a 
youth established group. The style in which the adolescent was parented by father also 
related to how the adolescents’ group was structured. If the adolescent reported being 
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parented by an authoritarian father they were more likely to report belonging to a 
group with a tertiary group structure. These finding will be discussed in detail in 
Chapter 11. 
 
9.5 Hypotheses Addressing the Third Aim of this Research Study 
 
The hypothesis that adolescents parented in the authoritarian or permissive 
parenting style would report belonging to a group category with a low social status 
(e.g. Partiers, Burnouts), and adolescents parented in an authoritative parenting style 
would report belonging to a group category with a high social status (e.g. Brains, 
Populars, Jocks) could not be tested. It was not possible to test this hypothesis because 
the majority adolescents (males, 46%; females, 57%) reported their group label as 
“friends”. A number of adolescent groups were classified under a “conventional peer 
structure” (Brown, 2006) as high status, Jocks (males, N=3%; females, N=4%), 
Brains (males, N=3%) according to group labels identified in the research literature 
(Brown et al., 1994; Brown & Larson, 2009). The remaining groups derived from 
adolescent descriptions were categorised as unique group labels (refer to Table 7). 
 
The hypothesis that adolescents parented in an authoritarian or permissive 
parenting style were expected to belong to groups with a narrow activity structure and 
set of norms (e.g. sport group) in preference to groups with less structured activities 
like a friendship-based clique could not be tested. It was not possible to test this 
hypothesis because the majority adolescents (males, 46%; females, 57%) reported 
their group label as “friends”. It was found that adolescent parented with an 
authoritarian and a permissive (with the exception of the communication subscale) 
maternal parenting style reported lower trust and low communication with mother and 
peers. Likewise, adolescents parented in the authoritarian and permissive parenting 
style reported lower trust and communication with father. These finding are in direct 
opposition to the significantly higher results obtained on trust and communication for 
the adolescent parented in the authoritative maternal and paternal style, which 
demonstrates these adolescent have an enhanced capacity to be co-operative and 
friendly (Takeuchi & Tackeuchi, 2008). 
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The hypothesis that those adolescents parented in an authoritative parenting 
style were expected to report belonging to a group with a tertiary structure, compared 
to adolescents parented in an authoritarian or permissive parenting style who were 
expected to report belonging to groups with primary and secondary group structure 
was not supported. It was found that a higher percentage of adolescent parented in the 
authoritarian (30%) and the permissive (21%) parenting style reported groups with a 
tertiary group structure. 
 
The hypothesis that adolescents with authoritative parenting and secure 
attachment would find group access easy, belong to groups established by youth with 
a tertiary group structure, and report spending time in a greater number of groups, in 
comparison to adolescents with authoritarian and/or permissive parenting and 
insecure attachment was only partially supported. It was found that adolescent 
parented by an authoritative or authoritarian mother were more likely to report a 
belonging to a youth established group. Adolescent parented by an authoritarian father 
they were more likely to report belonging to a youth established group. It was found 
that adolescent who reported being parented by an authoritarian father was more 
likely to report belonging to a group with a tertiary group structure.  
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Chapter 10  Results: Mental Health Indicators (MHI)  
 
This chapter focuses on the findings from the Achenbach, Child Behaviour Checklist Youth 
Report ([CBCL YSR]; (Achenbach, 1991). The first section provides a summary of 
participant data from CBCL scores represented by severity of internalising and 
externalising MHI. Adolescent means and standard deviations obtained from CBCL scores 
for the two MHI are shown for age group and gender. One way between subjects ANOVAs 
were conducted to examine differences on the two MHI, according to age and gender.  
 
The second section examines participant data for the attachment subscales by MHI. 
Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients were computed to assess relationships 
between adolescent ratings on the mother, father, and peer attachment subscales and MHI. 
Again it is noted that the small number of participants used to calculate the correlation 
coefficients likely increase the margin of error measurement which can mask the true 
relationship of these variables and compromise the validity and reliability of the results. 
One-way between subjects ANOVAs were conducted to examine differences on the three 
attachment subscales, according to the internalising and externalising scales. Where results 
were shown to be significant Tukey post hoc tests were conducted.  
 
The third section examines participant data for parenting style by MHI.  One-way 
between subjects ANOVAs were conducted to examine differences on the parenting styles, 
according to the internalising and externalising scales. Where results were shown to be 
significant Tukey post hoc tests were conducted.  
 
The fourth section examines group characteristics of group establishment, the 
combination establishment of groups’ in which the adolescents spend time, the number of 
groups in which the adolescent spends time, group structure, and ease of entry in groups by 
MHI. One-way between subjects ANOVAs were conducted to examine differences on 
group characteristics, according to the internalising and externalising scales. Where results 
were shown to be significant Tukey post hoc tests were conducted. Each variable category 
with at least 10 participants was included. Categories with less than 10 participants were 
too small to be included in ANOVAs.  
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10.1 MHI by Age and Gender 
 
Section one summarises participant data obtained from CBCL Youth Report T scores 
and are represented as internalising and externalising MHI. These indicators have 
been presented descriptively as normal (non-clinical scores between 30-60), 
borderline (sub-clinical scores between 61-64) and clinical categories (clinical scores 
between 65-99) of internalising/externalising behaviour severity with respective 
number of participants for each category by age group and gender (Table 44 & 45 
respectively).  
 
As shown in Table 44 adolescents were comparable across age groups on internalising 
behaviours for each category, with the exception of the older male adolescents who 
were twice as likely to report internalising behaviours in the borderline range of 
functioning, compared to younger males. Female adolescents were over one third 
more likely to report internalising behaviours in the clinical range of functioning than 
their male counterparts.  
 
Table 44 Internalising MHI – Non-clinical, Borderline and Clinical by Age Group and Gender 
Gender Age group 
Total 
12-15 years 
(N=42) 16-18 years (N=42) 
Male  
(N=35) 
Internalising Non-clinical  73.68% (N=14) 68.75% (N=11) 71.43% (N=25) 
Borderline       5.26% (N=1) 12.50% (N=2)    8.57% (N=3) 
Clinical         21.05% (N=4) 18.75% (N=3) 20.00%  (N=7) 
Total N=19 N=16 N=35 
Female  
(N-=49) 
Internalising Non-clinical 56.52% (N=13) 57.69% (N=15) 57.14% (N=28) 
Borderline    8.70% (N=2)   7.69%  (N=2)    8.16%  (N=4) 
Clinical 34.78%  (N=8) 34.62%  (N=9) 34.69% (N=17) 
Total N=23 N=26 N=49 
 
As show in Table 45 the younger male adolescents were almost two times more likely 
to report non-clinical externalising behaviours than older males. In contrast, older 
male adolescents were twice as likely to report externalising behaviours in the clinical 
range, than the younger males. As can be seen in Table 45, in contrast to male 
adolescents, an inverse pattern for externalising behaviours was found for the female 
adolescents. Older females were approximately one third more likely to report non-
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clinical externalising behaviour, compared to the younger females, and the younger 
females were over a third more likely to report externalising behaviours in the clinical 
range compared to older females. 
 
Table 45 Externalising MHI – Non-clinical, Borderline and Clinical by Age Group and 
Gender 
Gender Age group 
Total 
12-15 years 
(N=42) 16-18 years (N=42) 
Male  
(N=35) 
Externalising Non-clinical 63.16% (N=12) 37.50% (N=6) 51.43% (N=18) 
Borderline 21.05% (N=4) 18.75% (N=3) 20.00% (N=7) 
Clinical 15.79% (N=3) 43.75% (N=7) 28.57% (N=10) 
Total N=19 N=16 N=35 
Female  
(N-=49) 
Externalising Non-clinical 47.83% (N=11) 69.23% (N=18) 59.18% (N=29) 
Borderline 17.39% (N=4) 11.54% (N=3) 14.29% (N=7) 
Clinical 34.78% (N=8) 19.23% (N=5) 26.53% (N=13) 
Total N=23 N=26 N=49 
 
 
10.2 MHI by Attachment Subscales  
 
Pearson, product-moment correlation coefficients computed from adolescent ratings 
to assess relationships between mother, father and peer attachment subscales and MHI 
indicators are presented in Table 46. Means, standard deviations and ANOVA results 
for the two MHI, internalising and externalising by attachment subscales are 
presented in Table 47. Only non-clinical and clinical MHI are included in the 
ANOVA analysis in Table 47 owing to the low N for the MHI in the borderline range 
of internalising.    
 
As can be seen in Table 46 moderate to high, negative correlations between 
internalising behaviours and alienation for mother (r=-.58, p<.01), father (r=-.60, 
p<.01) and peers (r=-.65, p<.01) were found for the younger female adolescents. This 
suggests that when younger females report behaviour indicative of social 
withdrawal/avoidance, symptoms of depression and anxiety, or mood disturbance 
they are likely to vary on feelings of alienation with parents and peers. Moderate to 
high, negative correlations between externalising behaviour and trust (r=-.62, p<.01), 
communication (r=-.50, p<.05) and alienation (r=-.55, p<.01) with mother were also 
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found for younger female adolescents. This suggests that when the younger females 
report behaviour like aggression or anti-social behaviour, they experience a 
corresponding variation in the attachment dimension scores for mother.  
 
The older males demonstrated (refer Table 46) moderate to high, negative correlations 
between internalising behaviours and trust (r=-.57, p<.05), communication (r=-.53, 
p<.05) and alienation (r=-.66, p<.01) for mother; and trust (r=-.65) for peers. This 
indicates that when older males report behaviour like social withdrawal/avoidance, 
symptoms of depression and anxiety, or mood disturbance, they also experience 
higher or lower levels of trust, communication and alienation with mother, and higher 
or lower levels of trust with their peers.  
 
Like the younger female adolescents, the older females demonstrated a moderate to 
high, negative correlations between externalising behaviours and trust (r=-.51, p<.01), 
communication (r=-.54, p<.01) and alienation (r=-.61, p<.01) for. Unlike their 
younger female counterparts, there was also a low to moderate correlation for the 
externalising and alienation for father (r=-.47, p<.05). This relationship suggests that 
when the older females experience of trust, communication and alienation with 
mother, and alienation with father changes, their aggressive and antisocial behaviour 
with parents also varies.  
 
Table 46 Attachment Subscales Correlated with MHI 
 Mother 
Trust 
Mother 
Com 
Mother 
Alienation 
Father 
Trust  
Father 
Com 
Father 
Alienation 
Peer 
Trust 
Peer 
Com 
Peer 
Alienation 
a. Young Males N=19 N=19 N=19 N=19 N=19 N=19 N=16 M=16 N=16 
Internalising   -.374 -.244 .320 -.209 -.024 .229 -.128 .119 .095 
Externalising  -.140 -.340 .002 -.256 -.283 -.122 .141 .135 -.280 
b. Young Females N=23 N=23 N=23 N=23 N=23 N=23 N=22 N=22 N=22 
Internalising   -.332 -.125 -.581** -.214 -.242 -.597** -.339 -.168 -.653** 
Externalising  -.617** -.496* -.551** -.380 -.201 -.245 .083 .278 -.035 
c. Older Males N=16 N=16 N=16 N=15 N=15 N=15 N=15 N=15 N=15 
Internalising   -.570* -.530* -.658** -.468 -.455 -.503 -.574* -.414 -.321 
Externalising  -.119 -.087 -.286 -.380 -.257 -.351 .010 .133 .023 
d. Older Females N=26 N=26 N=26 N=24 N=25 N=25 N=24 N=24 N=24 
Internalising   -.216 -.169 -.243 -.141 -.128 -.160 -.136 .055 -.186 
Externalising  -.514** -.539** -.613** -.349 -.269 -.469* -.178 .019 -.171 
*=.05; ** =.01 
 
 
Table 47 shows the adolescents who reported the non-clinical MHI for internalising 
behaviour rated trust and alienation with mother and peers significantly higher than 
those reporting clinical internalising MHI. Similarly, adolescents who reported the 
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non-clinical MHI for externalising behaviour rated trust, communication and 
alienation with mother significantly higher than those reporting externalising 
behaviour in the clinical range. Likewise, adolescents who reported non-clinical MHI 
for the internalising and externalising rated trust and sense of alienation with father, 
significantly higher than those who reported the clinical internalising or externalising 
MHI. There was a trend for adolescents who reported non-clinical internalising 
(p=<.07) and externalising (p=<.06) MHI, rating communication with father higher 
than those whose internalising or externalising MHI fell in the clinical range of 
functioning.  
 
Table 47 Attachment Style Subscale Means, Standard Deviations and ANOVA-F Values by 
MHI for Adolescents 
 Attachment Subscales 
Age Group and Gender Trust Communication Alienation 
 Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev. 
Internalising        
Mother (N=84)       
Non-clinical (N=53) 43.64   5.56 34.11 7.28 23.58 4.00 
Borderline      (N=7) 44.00   6.00 34.71 8.62 20.14 7.29 
Clinical        (N=24) 38.50   7.80 30.38 8.02 20.17 5.00 
Father (N=82)       
Non-clinical (N=51) 39.80   8.53 28.59 8.66 22.27 4.97 
Borderline      (N=7) 41.83   6.91 32.57 8.04 21.71 6.47 
Clinical        (N=24) 35.08 10.16 24.33 8.99 19.17 5.35 
Peer    (N=77)       
Non-clinical (N=49) 40.06   5.01 30.92 6.16 27.33 3.38 
Borderline      (N=7) 40.57   2.64 32.14 3.53 24.00 4.87 
Clinical        (N=21) 36.14   6.42 29.62 6.51 24.62 4.17 
       
Externalising        
Mother (N=84)       
Non-clinical (N=47) 44.64   4.71 36.26 5.88 24.23 3.80 
Borderline    (N=14) 41.21   6.78 29.29 7.60 20.50 5.02 
Clinical        (N=23) 37.83   7.78 28.96 8.32 19.52 5.08 
Father:  (N=82)       
Non-clinical (N=46) 40.80   7.99 29.52 9.64 22.61 5.07 
Borderline    (N=14) 41.07   5.50 27.71 4.71 22.00 3.98 
Clinical        (N=22) 32.18 10.36 23.82 8.52 18.18 5.54 
Peer:  (N=77)       
Non-clinical (N=43) 38.58   5.54 29.88 6.11 26.21 4.14 
Borderline    (N=13) 40.46   4.91 30.85 6.89 27.23 4.23 
Clinical        (N=21) 39.10   5.89 32.19 5.35 25.86 3.43 
       
ANOVA F-values for MHI Non-Clinical/Clinical Internalising and Attachment Subscales 
      
Mother: F (2,81) = 5.80, p<.05 F (2,81) = 2.17, p>.05 F (2,81) = 5.38, p<.05 
Father: F (2,71) = 3.70, p<.05 F (2,71) = 2.47, p.>.05 F (2,71) = 3.81, p<.05 
Peer F (2,74) = 4.37, p<.05 F (2,74) = .56, p>.05 F (2,74) = 5.29, p<.05 
       
ANOVA F-values for MHI Non-Clinical/Clinical Externalising and Attachment Subscales 
       
Mother: F (2,81) = 10.06, p<.05 F (2,81) = 11.19, p<.05 F (2,81) = 10.37, p<.05 
Father: F (2,78) = 8.77, p<.05 F (2,79) = 3.19, p>.05 F (2,79) = 5.90, p<.05 
Peer F (2,74) = .58, p>.05 F (2,74) = 1.03, p>.05 F (2,74) = .50, p>.05 
    
* N=7 adolescents did not complete the peer attachment subscales 
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10.3 MHI by Parenting Style  
 
Means, standard deviations, and ANOVA results for the two MHI of internalising and 
externalising, according to mother and father parenting styles are presented in Table 
48. As shown on Table 48, there was no significant difference found for internalising 
or externalising scores for the mother parenting styles. There was, however, a 
significant difference for externalising scores for the father authoritarian category for 
externalising MHI. Tukey post hoc test showed adolescents with an authoritarian 
paternal parenting style scored significantly higher on externalising than adolescents 
with an authoritative style (p<.05). 
 
Table 48 Mental Health Indicator Means, Standard Deviations and ANOVA-F Value for 
Parenting Style Category 
Parenting style category Mental health Indicator  
internalising 
Mental health Indicator  
externalising 
Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev 
Mother     
Authoritarian       (N=16) 59.12   8.27 61.63 10.81 
Authoritative       (N=16) 55.50 10.22 56.06   6.16 
Permissive           (N=15) 52.80 10.65 59.33 10.00 
Undifferentiated  (N=37) 53.19   9.76 58.49   9.12 
                   (Total N= 84)     
ANOVA F-value F (3,83) = 1.62, p>.05 F (3,83) = 1.02, p>.05 
     
Father     
Authoritarian       (N=21) 55.76   9.24 62.00 10.70 
Authoritative       (N=15) 52.27   9.72 53.40   5.72 
Permissive           (N=16) 54.44 10.20 59.25   6.33 
Undifferentiated  (N=27) 54.56 10.31 56.81   8.96 
                       (Total N=79)     
ANOVA F-value F (3,83) = .37, p>.05 F (3,83) = 3.30, p<.05 
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10.4 MHI Indicators by Group Characteristics 
 
Means, standard deviations, and ANOVA results for the two mental health indicators, 
internalising and externalising, according to group establishment are presented in 
Table 49.  As depicted in Table 49, irrespective of how the group was established, the 
adolescents MHI did not significantly differ. 
 
Table 49 MHI Means, Standard Deviations and ANOVA-F Value for Group Establishment 
Group factor set up by 
adult or peer 
Mental health Indicator  
internalising 
Mental health Indicator  
externalising 
Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev 
Adult           (N=14) 55.71 10.44 60.43 7.94 
Youth          (N=54) 54.52   9.98 57.98 1.00 
Not Stated   (N=12) 52.08   8.25 60.08 7.83 
(Total N=80)     
     
ANOVA F-value F (2,79) =.46, p>.05 F (2,79) = .53, p>.05 
 
Means, standard deviations, and ANOVA results for the two MHI, 
internalising and externalising, according to the group characteristic, establishment 
combination of groups adolescents spend time, is presented in Table 50. As shown in 
Table 50, there was no significant difference on either internalising or externalising 
scores for the combination establishment of group/s in which the adolescents spend 
time.  
 
Table 50 MHI Means, Standard Deviations and ANOVA-F Value for Group Establishment 
Combination 
Number of groups 
spend time in 
Mental health Indicator  
internalising 
Mental health Indicator  
externalising 
Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev 
Youth (N=29) 52.52   8.91 56.28 8.52 
Adult (N=5)* 63.00 10.15 65.20 8.53 
Youth & Adult (N=48) 55.02 10.24 59.60 9.47 
     
  
F (1,77) =1.35, p>.05 
 
ANOVA F-value F (1,77) = 2.25, p>.05 
* Not included in analysis 
 
Means, standard deviations and ANOVA results for the two MHI, 
internalising and externalising, according to the number of groups in which adolescent 
spends time is presented in Table 51. As shown in Table 51 scores for the two MHI 
did not differ significantly with the number of groups in which adolescents spent time. 
There was a trend (p<.08) identified for externalising with adolescents who belonged 
to three groups scoring higher MHI than those adolescents belonging to one group. 
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Table 51 MHI Means, Standard Deviations and ANOVA-F Value for Number of Groups 
Spend Time 
Number of groups 
spend time in 
Mental health Indicator  
internalising 
Mental health Indicator  
externalising 
Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev 
One Group     (15) 55.00 11.38 53.93 9.52 
Two Groups   (41) 54.20   9.60 59.05 9.32 
Three Groups (22) 55.41 10.65 60.77 8.42 
     
     
ANOVA F-value F (2,77) =.11, p>.05 F (2,77) = 2.64, p>.05 
 
 
Means, standard deviations, and ANOVA results for the two MHI, 
internalising and externalising, according to group structure are presented in Table 52.  
As can be seen on Table 52 the structure of the peer group did not make a difference 
to how adolescents rated internalising or externalising MHI.  
 
Table 52 MHI Means, Standard Deviations and ANOVA-F Value for Group Structure 
Group factor structure Mental health Indicator  
internalising 
Mental health Indicator  
externalising 
Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev 
Secondary Structure (N=14) 53.86 10.29 57.71   9.42 
Tertiary Structure     (N=48)      55.33   9.82 58.98 10.01 
Not Stated                (N=12)           52.08   8.25 60.08   7.83 
     
     
ANOVA F-value F(2,73) = .58, p>.05 F(2,73) = .20, p>.05 
 
Means, standard deviations, and ANOVA results for the two MHI, internalising and 
externalising, according to the group adolescents referenced when rating ease of entry 
into group, is presented in Table 53. Table 53 shows that how the adolescent 
referenced group/s when making ease of entry ratings made a significant difference to 
scores for externalising MHI. Tukey post hoc test showed adolescents who referenced 
their “own group” scored significantly higher on externalising MHI, than adolescents 
who referenced groups in the general environment when making entry ratings (p<.01).   
 
Table 53 MHI Means, Standard Deviations and ANOVA-F Value for Group Factor, Ease of Entry 
Group Reference 
Ease of entry into groups 
 
Mental health Indicator  
internalising 
Mental health Indicator  
externalising 
Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev 
Own Group           (N=23) 54.87 10.45 62.43 8.57 
Groups Generally (N=59) 54.88   9.78 57.66 9.09 
Don’t See Groups   (N=2)* 47.00   1.41 49.50 3.54 
     
ANOVA F-value F (2,81) = .62, p>.05 F (2,81) = 3.50, p<.05 
*Not included in analysis owing to low n 
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Means, standard deviations, and ANOVA results for the two MHI, 
internalising and externalising, according to group characteristic of ease of entry into 
group, is presented in Table 54. As can be seen on Table 54, MHI scores did not 
significantly differ with the ease of entry for adolescents into group/s. 
 
Table 54 MHI Means, Standard Deviations and ANOVA-F Value for Group Factor, Ease of 
Entry into Groups 
Ease of entry into groups 
 
Mental health Indicator  
internalising 
Mental health Indicator  
externalising 
Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev 
Easy       (N=27) 52.81 10.27 59.33   9.31 
Average (N=20) 54.30   9.53 56.10 10.21 
Difficult (N=37) 56.27   9.73 59.81   8.41 
     
ANOVA F-value F (2,81) = .98, p>.05 F (2,81) = 1.14, p>.05 
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10.5 Discussion 
 
The fourth aim of this research was to determine the relationship between attachment 
subscales, parenting style, the quality and structure of the adolescents’ peer group/s 
and indicators of internalising/externalising behaviour.  
 
10.5.1 MHI by Attachment Subscales  
 
Specifically those adolescents with internalising and externalising behaviours in the 
non-clinical range reported significantly higher rates of trust, communication, and 
alienation with parents, compared to adolescents in the clinical range for MHI (refer 
to Table 47). Adolescents reporting MHI in the non-clinical range showed an 
unexpected, inverse pattern of responding for the two MHI categories and alienation. 
That is, when adolescents reporting lower non-clinical MHI, they rated alienation 
with parents higher. Conversely, those adolescent who rated clinical MHI high, rated 
alienation with parents lower. This finding suggests adolescents who report MHI in 
the non-clinical range perceive higher degrees of respect, acceptance and 
understanding from their parents, compared to peers who reported MHI in the clinical 
range. These adolescents also report more open and coherent communication with 
parents, however, simultaneously, they feel estranged, or that they are lacking social 
support or meaningful connection with parents (Mau, 1992) than peers functioning in 
the clinical range of MHI.  
 
It is suggested that those adolescents scoring MHI in the non-clinical range 
may be engaging in healthy social interaction with parents (indicative of higher trust 
and open communication) but may also be in conflict with parents, possibly because 
of the realisation of their unequal position in the adolescent-parent relationship 
(Youniss, 1980; Youniss & Smollar, 1985). This interpretation is supported firstly, by 
an examination of the alienation items from the IPPA, and secondly by an 
examination of the attachment subscales by parenting style. The alienation items from 
the IPPA are indicative of second level experiences of alienation (Johnson, 1973) 
which consist of a perceived lack of emotional validation from parents (“Talking over 
my problems with my mother [father] makes me feel ashamed or foolish”), 
concealment of true feelings or a lack of parental perception of the adolescent’s 
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feeling (“I get upset a lot more than my mother [father] knows about”), and anger (“I 
feel angry with my mother [father]”) in interpersonal relations with parents (Armsden 
& Greenberg, 1987). This dynamic may be characteristic of adolescents taking a 
complimentary position to the parent in the unilateral relationship, as they grapple 
with issues of autonomy (Youniss, 1990; Youniss & Smollar, 1995). Secondly, these 
adolescents are likely to be parented in the authoritative or undifferentiated parenting 
style, as they demonstrate higher scores on trust and communication with their parents 
(refer to chapter 9, Tables 37 and 38). Hence, it is unlikely they would be 
experiencing blanket acceptance of authority and an insecure attachment, as would be 
characteristic for an adolescent parented by an authoritarian parent (Baumrind, 1967, 
1971; Lyons-Ruth, Connell, Zoll, & Stahl, 1987; Allen et al., 2007).  
 
In contrast, adolescents reporting internalising and externalising MHI in the 
clinical range may be experiencing lower degrees of conflict with parents, indicative 
of significantly lower scores on alienation, compared to adolescents with non-clinical 
MHI. It is noted that these adolescents are likely to be parented in the authoritarian 
style as they demonstrate lower degrees of trust and coherent communication with 
their parents, compared to adolescents parented in the other styles (refer to chapter 9, 
Tables 37 and 38). This finding can be explained by an examination of the 
relationship conditions in the authoritarian adolescent-parent unilateral relationship. 
This relationship would be characteristic of degrees of interpersonal coldness or 
parental distance, or even rejection on the part of the parent. The adolescents may 
perceive their parents cannot be counted on to serve as a source of emotional or 
instrumental support (Dishion et al., 2000; Newman & Newman, 2001). These 
adolescents may have developed IWMs that parents are unavailable to meet their 
needs, and hence, there is less reported conflict. Perhaps in order to get their needs 
met, their preference is to seek out relationships with peers in the peer group.  
 
Further, negative correlations between MHI and the attachment dimensions 
(refer to Table 46) for age group and gender can be interpreted in light of the severity 
of MHI and attachment dimension means, presented in Table 47. An examination of 
means in Table 47, suggest that when younger females rate internalising MHI higher, 
there is less alienation in relationships with parents and peers. Less alienation may 
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suggest younger females with internalising MHI falling in the clinical range, perceive 
parents and peers as more available to provide emotional validation (“Talking over 
my problems with my [mother/father] friends makes me feel ashamed or foolish”); 
experience a sense of recognition (“I get upset a lot more than my [mother/father] 
friends knows about”- reverse item) and are less angry (“I feel angry with my 
[mother/father] friends”). Specifically, with reference to peers, a reduction in feelings 
of rejection (“It seems as if my friends are irritated with me for no reason”) and less 
isolation (“I feel alone or apart when I am with my friends” – reverse item) in 
interpersonal relations (Armsden & Greenberg, 1987). The alternative explanation 
could relate to a loss of interest in relations with parent and peers (and hence, reduced 
conflict), which may be suggestive of rejection form peers and perhaps 
misunderstanding from parents about the adolescents life circumstances.    
 
A similar relationship was observed for older female adolescents who reported 
clinical MHI. A negative relationship between externalising and mother trust, 
communication and alienation was found for female adolescents. An examination of 
means in Table 47 suggest that older female adolescents high on externalising MHI 
show a corresponding decrease in trust, communication and alienation in relationships 
with mother. Again, along with reduced quality of trust and communication are lower 
levels of conflict (i.e. low scores on alienation). Again this can be attributed to the 
female adolescents holding IWM that mother is not available to meet their needs. The 
older females also demonstrate a negative correlation between externalising MHI in 
the clinical range and alienation in relations with father. As discussed in chapter 8, as 
the older females individuate from father, they may be largely unaffected by his 
behaviour, hence a lack of interactions that would generate conflict in the relationship. 
 
An examination of means in Table 47 also shows a relationship between 
internalising MHI in the clinical range and a lowering of trust, communication and 
alienation in relationships with mother for the older males. Further, the older males 
demonstrate a relationship between clinical internalising behaviour and trust in 
relations with peers. An examination of Table 47 shows the direction of this 
correlation indicates that as internalising MHI get higher for the older males trust in 
relationships with peers gets lower. This may be indicative of the older males being 
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less dependent on peers. The functional core of interpersonal trust involves 
interdependence and risk, and the degree of interdependence between individuals 
determines the relevance of trust for the interaction between them. As discussed by 
Boon and Holmes (1991) the greater the interdependence, the more crucial the state of 
trust. This is because the state of trust alleviates the fear of being exploited, and 
minimises feelings of vulnerability. It is possible that older males who experience 
internalising behaviour and lower trust with peers may be exposed to constraints in 
peer group experiences, impacting on their capacity to extend trust to peers. This 
would present as the negative image of Lewin’s (2005) “function of the peer group” 
being a space to create distinct learning opportunities through building an atmosphere 
of trust, where individuals can disclose vulnerabilities. Perhaps these older males are 
receiving criticism and/or rejection in the peer group. As reported by Deater-Dechard, 
(2001) peer rejection, bullying and victimisation have been linked to internalizing 
behaviours like social withdrawal/avoidance, depressive and anxious symptoms, and 
mood disturbance.  
 
Differences in trust and communication ratings and severity of MHIs for 
adolescents in this sample are comparable to the findings of other studies (e.g. 
Kirsten, Dekovic, Meeus & Aken, 2004). The exception for this sample is the inverse 
relationship between alienation and severity of MHI. The finding that adolescents 
with non-clinical MHI experience the highest alienation may relate to the cultural 
context of the peer group environment and will be discussed here; or alternatively it 
may be an artefact of sample limitations which will be discussed later in Chapter 11.  
 
The cultural climate in the peer group of this sample of adolescents appears to 
be composed of a number of dynamic social elements. Firstly, there is a group of 
adolescents with good communication skills, and a trusting orientation (indicative of 
high trust and communication), but who are experiencing a high degree of anger and 
alienation in relations with parents of peer. These adolescents would be expected to 
have good emotional regulation (indicative of non-clinical MHI). There is also a 
group of younger female adolescents with high internalising MHI, who are 
experiencing low alienation in relationships with parents and peers. These females 
would be expected to be experiencing emotional regulation problems, manifesting in 
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behaviours like social withdrawal and low mood. In addition, both the younger and 
older females groups are also reporting high externalising MHI, along with a less 
trusting orientation, less open communication, and lower levels of anger and 
alienation. These female adolescents would also be expected to be experiencing 
emotional regulation problems, manifesting in behaviours like aggression. Further, 
there is a group of older male adolescents reporting high internalising MHI, a less 
trusting orientation with parents and peers; less open communication and less anger 
and alienation with parents. Like their younger female counterparts these older male 
adolescents would be expected to experience emotional difficulties, possibly 
manifesting in social withdrawal and mood disturbance. Finally, there is a group of 
older males reporting high externalising MHI with a less trusting orientation, and 
lower levels of anger and alienation with parents. Similar to the female adolescent 
who report higher externalising behaviour, these male adolescent may be engaging in 
aggressive behaviour. Based on this peer group profile the group climate would likely 
manifest in the management of antipathies (include managing former friends, bully-
victim dyads, competitors, and peers who simply dislike each other)(Abecassis 
(2003). The adolescent sample has demonstrated an awareness of and the process of 
different friendship level operating, and different expectations about friendship (La 
Gaipa, 1979).   
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10.5.2  MHI by Parenting Style 
 
There was one main finding for mental health indicators by parenting style. Those 
adolescents who experience authoritarian, paternal parenting were significantly higher 
on externalising MHI. It would be expected relations between these adolescents and 
their fathers would be characteristically less bidirectional and mutual. These 
adolescents would be expected to follow absolute standards set by their father and 
would be expected to obey them. The father is likely to favour punitive and forceful 
measures to curb their child’s overt behaviour. There would be a lack of give and take 
with the adolescent, and a view that the adolescent should accept the authority of 
father (Baumrind 1967, 1971). This would be likely to be enforced using 
psychological control, which may be more directly linked with externalising problems 
(Barber, 1996). Researchers (Barber, Stolz and Olsen, 2005) have discussed how low 
levels of parental, behavioural control have been consistently linked to higher 
externalising problem behaviours.  
 
10.5.3  MHI by Group Characteristics 
 
There was a trend found for adolescents with the highest externalising MHI to report 
they spend time in three groups (refer Table 51). This finding suggests adolescents 
with the highest externalising MHI may find groups easier to access and move 
between. In addition, the adolescents who rated their own group when rating ease of 
entry into group demonstrated significantly higher externalising behaviour than 
adolescents who rate group entry in the general environment (refer Table 54). In fact 
on average, these adolescents fell in the borderline range for clinical externalising 
behaviours (refer to Table 47). As discussed in Chapter 7, those adolescents who rated 
their own groups in relation to ease of entry also rated their group significantly easier 
to enter. In addition, a significantly higher percentage of older adolescents rated their 
own group as easy to enter, compared to younger adolescents, and there was a trend 
showing a high number of males rated group entry easy compared to female 
adolescents.  Adolescents parented by authoritarian fathers scored the highest on 
externalising behaviour, and externalising youth report better access and movement 
between groups. It suggests that there is some bias operating with the adolescents’ 
referencing their own group and being high on externalising. 
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10.5.4  Hypotheses addressing MHI 
 
There is some evidence to support the hypothesis that adolescents who rate their 
parenting style as authoritative also rate their trust, communication with parent and 
peers higher, and demonstrate lower scores on internalising and externalising MHI.  
Conversely, there was some evidence to support the hypothesis that adolescents rating 
their parenting style as authoritarian and their attachment subscales of trust and 
communication lower, scored higher on internalising and externalising behaviours.  
This was not the case for adolescents exposed to the permissive parenting style. 
 
The hypothesis that adolescents with high scores on internalising and 
externalising will find access to groups more difficult and belong to fewer groups was 
not supported.  In fact, there was evidence to suggest that in this sample, if an 
adolescent reports externalising behaviours in the clinical range, they are more likely 
to spend time in two or three groups, opposed to adolescents who demonstrate 
externalising behaviour in the non-clinical range.  
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Part 4: Discussion 
 
Chapter 11  Interpretations  and Conclusions 
 
This chapter presents a summary of the main findings from this study. Conclusions 
will be drawn about the role of attachment and parenting style in facilitating or 
constraining entry into adolescent peer groups in the current sample. The relational 
qualities of attachment and parenting style were hypothesised to shape the 
adolescents’ social skill development through nurturing a sense of security (e.g., 
indicative of a trusting orientation, interest and curiosity in exploring the social world) 
and contributing to the construction of pro-social IWM (i.e., the expectation that 
people will be responsive to individual needs). The research hypotheses were 
formulated from a myriad of research (Baumrind, 1966; 1967; 1971;1973; Bowlby, 
1973; 1979; 1988; Maccoby & Martin, 1983; Smetana, 1995;1999; 2010; Smetana et 
al., 2006) highlighting the important role of secure attachment and the authoritative 
parenting style in shaping the individual’s sense of self, attitudes and values (e.g. self-
worth, sense of morality). Other research (Corsaro, 1985; Corsaro & Eder, 1990; 
Gordon, 1997; 2012; 2013; Vygotsky, 1981b; 1986; Youniss, 1992; Smoller, & 
Youniss, 1985; Youniss et al., 1994) was drawn upon to generate specific hypotheses 
about benefits obtained in adolescent-parent relationships and the transference of 
these, and their enactment in peer relations. As such these were expected to be 
reflected in the peer group characteristics of the sample of adolescents.    
 
The first part of this chapter will provide a summary of developmental 
differences identified for peer groups in the sample for age and gender. The second 
part of this chapter will summarise the relational and group specific characteristics 
identified by adolescents that are considered primary forces in facilitating and 
constraining entry into peer groups (refer to Figure 5 - movement between groups). 
The discussion will draw on social identity theory and social categorisation theory. 
The third part of this chapter will present group characteristics identified by 
adolescents that culminate in a sense of belonging to groups (refer to Figure 5 - 
belong to group). These characteristics are considered necessary as they consist of the 
processes and functions of identifications, which are viewed by developmental 
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theorists as important for identity development, a primary developmental task of 
adolescent (Erikson, 1968; La Gaipa & Wood, 1981). The discussion will draw on 
attachment and relationship theory.  
 
The fourth part of this chapter will discuss the individual characteristics (refer 
to Figure 5 - personal and behavioural attributes) identified by the sample of 
adolescents as impacting on ease of entry into groups. It was hypothesised that these 
individual characteristics are outcomes of secure attachment and the authoritative 
parenting experiences; and that they mediate easier access into group. The discussion 
will draw on attachment theory and parenting style research to explain the unexpected 
findings of this study. That is, contrary to expectations that the authoritative parented 
adolescents would have greater group access, those adolescents parented in the 
authoritarian paternal style appear to spend time in a greater number of groups, and 
are more likely to belong to a youth established group with a tertiary membership 
structure. Further, they were shown to be the highest on externalising; and those who 
were the highest on externalising reported easier group entry, when referencing their 
own groups.  
 
Part four of the discussion will explore and present types of IWM that may be 
evoked in these adolescents (a consequence of exposure to specific adolescent-parent 
relationships) and not considered during the original design of this research, or during 
the formulation of the research hypotheses. Rather than group entry being enhanced 
by individual skill, nurtured in the parent-child relationship, it may be that group entry 
is specific to the social behavioural system, that is, adolescents seek out 
complimentary peer group experiences, in order to access the social identity and 
social categorisation processes that facilitate the development of the social self. This 
discussion develops theory about individual, relational and social dynamics operating 
in the adolescent social world. Further, it helps to tease apart the differences between 
the attachment and social behavioural systems. Finally, consideration will be given to 
the limitations of the study and directions for future research.  
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11.1  Developmental Differences for Age and Gender 
 
The group characteristic, gender composition, was found to be associated with age 
and gender differences in this sample. The younger females reported that they belong 
to mixed-gender peer groups, while younger males predominantly reported same-sex 
peer groups. It was suggested in Chapter 7, that the younger female adolescents might 
have been more socially mature than their male counterparts. Further, it was 
suggested that the younger females could be mixing with the older male adolescents, 
possibly exploring their romantic identity. This is consistent with the developmental 
literature suggesting a two year physiological and cognitive advance of females over 
males (Coleman, 2011). Further supporting a connection between younger female and 
older male adolescents were their scores on the attachment subscales (i.e., Trust and 
Communication). That is, both younger female and older male adolescents scored 
significantly lower on trust and communication with parents and peers, compared to 
the younger male and older female adolescents. This finding suggests a disturbance in 
the social synchrony of relations with parent and peers, possibly indicative of more 
conflict with parents, relative to the younger males and older female adolescents.  
 
The idea of increased conflict and the suggestion of cultural transfer in 
adolescent-parent relations for these two groups provide support for this 
interpretation. For the younger female adolescents there was a relationship between 
father trust and peer trust; and father alienation and peer alienation. Similarly, for the 
older male adolescents there was a relationship between trust, communication and 
alienation for both parents and peer trust. These results suggested that the strength of 
some parent and peer attachment dimensions vary in a similar way for the younger 
female and older male adolescents, respectively. The relationship between father trust 
and alienation and peer trust and alienation for the younger females suggested conflict 
in relations with father and peers; likewise for the older males the relationship 
between peer trust and parent trust, communication, and alienation suggest conflict in 
relations with parents. Again, these relationships were not apparent in younger male 
and older female adolescent relationships because as suggested earlier, the younger 
males may not have started the process, and the older females may be exiting from the 
process, hence there is no need to cross reference relationships with parents and peers.  
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It is interesting that the fathers were implicated in these relationships for the 
younger females, as paternal attachment has been implicated in social exploration 
(Galambos et al., 2009; Gorrese & Ruggieri, 2012). In contrast, the older males may 
be drawing on attachment experiences with mother as well as father and applying 
them in relations with peer. This would suggest that the younger females and older 
male adolescents may not be cut off from each other, but regularly interacting in their 
social world, perhaps specifically for the purpose of building romantic identity. 
Analyses of the IPPA attachment dimension in other research (Brennan, Clark, & 
Shaver, 1998) has indicated the IPPA subscales of trust and communication load 
primarily on one of two major dimensions common to self-report measures of 
romantic/peer attachment, attachment anxiety (Crowell, Fraley, & Shaver, 2008). It 
can be hypothesised that trust and communication is connected in specific ways 
during group interactions related to the development of components of identity. 
Further, it could be hypothesised that specific zones of proximal development may be 
required to access identification processes for the maturation of specific identity 
components, such as romantic identity.  
 
It was also found that the adolescents’ perceived access to peer groups was 
easier as a function of age and gender. The older male adolescents reported their 
groups as easier to access compared to the younger male and female adolescents. 
However, they were also the highest on externalising behaviour, and those males who 
reported easy entry into groups, rated alienation toward mother significantly higher. 
This finding could be suggestive of a shift in relations with mother, with attention 
directed toward relations in the peer group. Possibly to compensate for a lack of 
intimacy and understanding from mother, manifesting in exposure to parenting 
(coercive and constraining) that promotes heteronomous morality (DeVries, 1997).  
 
Although the direction of these findings is speculative because of the 
correlational nature of the analysis, the interpretations are in line with findings from 
previous research (Brown et al., 1994; Coleman, 2011; Eder, 1985; Elkind, 1974; 
Piaget, 1972). Developmental shifts during adolescence identified in the research 
literature, as a function of age include: increasing cognitive capacity, reduced 
importance being placed on crowd memberships, and the status of the group member. 
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These developmental shifts for age and gender bring attention to the importance of the 
peer group in providing zones of proximal development for the provision of 
identification processes. As Erikson (1968) stated, identity starts where the usefulness 
of identification ends, and these developmental shifts may suggest less emphasis is 
being placed on the peer group as the peer group has served one of its major 
functions, owing to identity being achieved (Moshman, 1999). 
 
11.2  Group Entry Characteristics 
 
There was evidence that processes of social identity and social categorisation were 
operating between groups in the adolescent sample. Social identity and social 
categorisation are viewed as processes specific to the social behavioural system as 
they involve a depersonalising process that leads to social identity becoming salient. 
Social identity and social categorisation are reflected in adolescent reports about ease 
of group entry and can be discussed using the concept of homophily. This concept 
suggests two distinct pathways of entry into peer groups. The first centres on selection 
effects where adolescents tend to affiliate with and allow entry to peers who exhibit 
similar attitudes or behaviours to themselves (the process of social identification, and 
social categorisation). As illustrated in Figure 5, there is evidence from adolescent 
reports for group entry that adolescents are adopting behavioural attributes that are 
similar to group members, allowing them entry and exploration of peer group 
experiences. The second homophily pathway results from socialization effects, by 
virtue of the adolescent associating with peers that are initially perceived as 
dissimilar, but become similar over time, through peer influence/pressure (Pinstein & 
Dodge, 2008). Research has shown that the first pathway is favoured over the second 
pathway (Urberg et al., 1998). For example, when Urberg, Degirmenciouglu and 
Tolson (1998) examined friendship selection and termination on a wide variety of 
variables, they found friendship selection, based on exhibiting similar attitudes and 
behaviours, played a stronger role in similarity than friendship selection based on the 
second homophily pathway.  
 
It may be that the second pathway of entry is secured as a consequence of 
individual characteristics of the would-be group member. Characteristics identified 
(refer to Figure 5) that initially appeal to groups include: a specific skill capacity, 
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desired by the group; or a high status (reputation), or alternatively personality 
attributes like confidence and authenticity are deemed appealing to group members, 
possibly because they function to enhance the positive evaluation of the group. These 
individual group entry characteristics correlate with finding from research studies 
(e.g., La Gapia, 1979) that show adolescents are exposed to two status systems within 
the peer group, each operating with its own evaluative criteria. As discussed in 
Chapter 2.6 the adolescent is ranked in terms of the prestige system in the peer 
group—using “popular” evaluative criteria, adolescents are judged on personal 
qualities like physical attractiveness, material possessions, and academic or athletic 
achievements, which all depend on the sub-culture. Each adolescent is also ranked by 
every other member of the group in terms of the friendship system (social 
acquaintance, good friend, close or best friend) using personal evaluative criteria like 
authenticity, personal regard, and similarity. It is noted that La Gapia’s (1979) 
friendship system has been identified in the sample population.  
 
These individual characteristics can be viewed as part of the social 
categorisation process in that individual qualities function to make the group more 
distinctive from other groups. Tajfel’s (1978) theory proposes people derive value 
from group memberships by comparing their group positively with others, while at 
the same time being motivated to maintain a sense of positive group distinctiveness 
by comparing their group to the groups that they do not belong too. Recruiting 
members that have positive attributes would enhance group distinctiveness and would 
be a motivational force to accept new group members that are dissimilar.  
 
However, another explanation for ease of entry relates to salience of identity 
when adolescents attempt to join a group. For example, research (e.g., Putallaz & 
Gottman, 1981) that has examined entry into group activities found that the most 
successful entry tactics involve behaviours that appear to be indicative of a salient 
social identity - waiting, hovering, followed by mimicking peer activity, and then 
voicing relevant comments about the peer group activity. These tactics are viewed as 
preserving opposed to disrupting the peer group frame of reference. Further, 
adolescents who approach groups in this manner have been found to have higher 
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status, compared to adolescents who disrupt group activities by engaging in self-
oriented entry tactics (Ladd, 2005).  
 
Gordon (1999) pointed out that healthy development in adolescence requires 
exposure to the processes of identification in group/s which allows adolescents to 
attain the benefits of group membership. He explained that this occurs through 
exposure to a sense of similarity or difference, and being “available” to identify by 
lowering the narcissistic boundary to accept the other as like self (R. Gordon, personal 
communication, 2012). It is possible that those adolescents who find group entry easy 
have the capacity to form identifications and easily move between personal identity 
and group identity in response to changing social situations (Gordon, 1999) compared 
to those adolescents that engage in self-oriented entry tactics. As shown in Figure 5, 
groups are judging the motivations of would-be members for joining, and they are 
monitoring their level of authenticity; and group entry is often based on status 
(individual reputation) when determining whether a new group member’s entry is 
successful or not. This may also explain why adolescents with high status use 
instrumental reasoning when talking about the benefits of group membership opposed 
to low status adolescents using moral reasoning to explain their group membership 
(Brown et al., 1994).    
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Figure 8 Group Belonging and Movement Between Groups. 
11.3 Group Belonging Characteristics 
 
 
The reasons for belonging to a group as described by the adolescents in this sample 
(see Figure 5) suggested group climates necessary for identification, leading to a 
sense of belonging. In contrast to reasons provided for group entry, reasons for 
belonging clearly demonstrated shifting salience between individual and social 
identity—indicative of the referencing context (use of single and plural pronouns). 
Reasons for belonging also highlighted a blending of specific attachment dimensions 
and interpersonal relations (e.g., security, trust and mutuality). Further, reasons for 
belonging reflected Erikson’s (1956) extra-psychic dimension to identity in the form 
of those reciprocating responses (the social plane in Vygotskian theory) to the 
individual.  
 
Statements about belonging demonstrate the interpersonal-intergroup 
continuum, which represents situations in which the adolescents’ group identity 
becomes more or less salient and relevant depending on the context. For example, in 
characteristically intergroup contexts like comparing one’s group to a group to which 
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one does not belong, the group identity would become salient, reflective of “we” 
statements, and would dominate how a person perceives the self and others (Spears, 
2011). As explained by Spears (2011) social comparison may be the only way 
adolescents can assess the true meaning or value of their own group—they define 
their groups and who they are, partly by comparing themselves to others, which is the 
idea that has been developed within self-categorization theory. McPherson et al. 
(2001) have suggested that this recognition and similarity feedback may relate to the 
tendency for adolescents to prefer to form ties with those who are similar in socially 
significant ways, and these findings suggest that homophily is a structural signature 
for group or collective identity (Ackland & O’Neil, 2011). Further, similarity in group 
membership lends itself to the idea of adequate zones of proximal development. That 
is, zones of proximal development provide conditions for development, and if 
scaffolding does not match (i.e., it is not similar) the participant’s developmental 
level—the distance between actual development and potential development will be 
too great—the new group member will likely be rejected based on judgements by the 
group (e.g., qualities like being inauthentic or lacking confidence) (Vygotsky, 1986). 
 
The findings of the present study suggested that attachment style and 
parenting style, regardless of the fact they equip the adolescent with a capacity to deal 
with people in a wide range of situations (Chapman & Chapman, 1999), do not give 
adolescents ready access to peer groups. This finding supports Bowlby’s (1979) 
observations that when the social system is salient, the attachment system in inactive. 
As suggested by the findings, the social system can be described as a second class of 
relationships, distinct from the class of attachments. This is primarily because they 
represent an alternative use of attention and energy (Weiss, 1998). The main function 
of inter-subjectivity is to communicate at intuitive and automatic levels to facilitate 
social understanding, while the main function of attachment is to seek security 
(Cortina & Loitti, 2010).  
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11.4 Adolescent-Parent IWMs and Peer Group Membership 
 
 
The hypothesis that secure attachment and the emotional climate provided by the 
authoritative parenting style would create a parent-child relationship context 
responsible for facilitating the growth of social skills was not supported. It was 
expected that these skills would facilitate easier access into peer groups, and enhance 
the adolescents’ capacity to move between groups within the peer environment. 
Further, this would be demonstrated by these adolescents reporting easier access and 
belonging to a greater number of groups. The lack of a significant finding may relate 
to the idea that peer group access is not governed by social skills, but rather, is 
directed by the processes of social identity and social categorisation, specific to the 
social behavioural system. Individual characteristics (refer to Figure 5) afford group 
access to the extent that they provide a group with an advantage or enhancement of 
some kind such as, adding group distinctiveness (for use in comparisons with out-
groups), improving the group’s dominance (membership based on skill acquisition) or 
enhance group status (membership contingent on adopting standards and norms for 
the group in order to have the reputation—e.g., wearing the symbolic clothing).  
 
The outcome of this research, that adolescents parented in an authoritarian 
paternal style have greater access to groups, will be explained using Bowlby’s (1979) 
concept of IWMs. This concept will be utilised to hypothetically build the types of 
IWM operating in the sample population. These would be expected to be derived from 
the adolescents’ exposure to the cognitive/affective dimensions of attachment (i.e., 
trust, communication, and alienation) with parents and peers, and Baumrind’s (1966, 
1967, 1971 1973) parenting styles. The adolescents’ behaviour, is indicative of the 
internalising and externalising MHI (refer to Table 55 for a summary).  
 
IWM are best thought of as structured processes, allowing the acquisition and 
limiting of information (Goldberg, 2000). They represent templates for responses 
expected from others (Brown et al., 2008) and they function as automatic patterns of 
interaction between people (Brown, Rodgers, & Kapadia, 2008; Holmes, 1993). The 
emotional, psychological and behavioural aspects of relationships, implicated in 
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moulding the adolescents’ IWM, and hypothesised to contribute to the socio-cultural 
climate/context of the sample are presented in Table 55. These data will be used in 
conjunction with ease of entry characteristics and reasons for belonging (refer to 
Figure 8) to construct the hypothetical social dynamics operating in this peer group 
environment (refer to Figure 9 for representation of the process). 
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Table 55 Comparison of qualitative differences for PAQ, IPPA (attachment styles [AS]) 
correlations, MHI, and group characteristics—and informed by the Research literature. 
Parenting style (PAQ)  Adolescent-Parent emotional climate 
& IPPA AS 
Adolescent emotional and 
behavioural functioning  
Peer group context 
Authoritative: 
Controlling – behavioural; 
demanding. 
Exerts firm control at 
points of adolescent-parent 
divergence, but does not 
restrict the adolescent 
Enforces adult position but 
recognises the adolescents 
individual interests and 
special ways 
Parent: 
Warm, rational, receptive  
bi-directional communication  
Higher trust, higher communication 
(associated with maternal and 
paternal parenting style). Higher 
alienation (associated with paternal 
parenting style specific to father) 
Peer: 
Higher trust, higher communication 
(associated with maternal and 
paternal parenting style) 
 
Lower internalising & 
externalising 
Self-reliance, self-
controlled, explorative and 
contents  
Gender Differences: 
Females higher in 
communication, lower in 
alienation, compared to 
males 
Limited group access 
(spend time in less 
groups), youth 
established 
(associated with 
maternal parenting 
style only); primary 
and secondary group 
structure (associated 
with paternal 
parenting style only). 
Authoritarian: 
Controlling - behavioural 
and psychological; 
demanding.  
Demands obedience - 
forceful measures to curb 
overt behaviour. 
Blanket acceptance of 
authority and parental 
values  
 
Parent: 
Less warm, detached, and controlling 
Unilateral communication 
Lower trust, lower communication 
(associated with mother only) 
Peer: 
Lower trust, lower communication 
(associated with maternal parenting 
style only) 
Higher internalising & 
externalising  
Discontent, withdrawn, 
distrustful 
Gender Differences: 
Females higher in 
communication, lower in 
alienation, compared to 
males 
 
Enhanced group 
access (easier entry, 
spend time in more 
groups), youth 
established group 
(associated with 
maternal and paternal 
parenting style), 
tertiary group 
structure (associated 
with paternal 
parenting style only) 
Permissive: 
Not controlling, not 
demanding 
 
Parent: 
Relatively warm, lenient, non-
traditional  
Non-unilateral communication 
Presents self to adolescent as a 
resource to be used Use of reason and 
manipulation but not overt power 
Higher trust, lower communication 
(associated with maternal parenting 
style only). Lower in alienation 
associated with paternal parenting 
style specific to father) 
Peer: 
Higher trust (associated with maternal 
parenting style only). 
Lower internalising and 
externalising 
Least self-reliant, least 
explorative.  
Behaves how they like – 
impulsive, satisfies their 
desires, acts how they 
please 
 
Gender Differences: 
Females higher in 
communication, lower in 
alienation, compared to 
males 
Adult established 
group (paternal 
parenting style 
only)Tertiary group 
structure (associated 
with paternal 
parenting style only) 
Undifferentiated: 
Style expected to vary. 
Parent: 
Parenting style expected to vary 
Higher trust, higher communication 
(associated with maternal and 
paternal parenting style) 
Peer: 
Lower trust, lower communication 
(associated with maternal parenting 
style only) 
Lower internalising and 
externalising 
Style expected to vary. 
Gender Differences: 
Females higher in 
communication, lower in 
alienation, compared to 
males 
Adult established 
group (maternal 
parenting style only) 
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Figure 9 below represents possible entry points into peer groups for the 
adolescent. Access to peer groups is determined by the specific characteristics of the 
social behavioural system already discussed. Blue line/s represents entry achieved, 
and suggests the adolescent was assessed favourably by the group. For example, the 
adolescent has been perceived as similar in some characteristic/s that adds to the 
groups’ distinctiveness, with reference to other groups in the peer environment. 
Alternatively, the adolescent has exhibited the right attitude (e.g., authentic, 
confident) or skill (e.g., good ball handling skill) desired by the group, and contributes 
to the ongoing activity of the group.  
 
The red line/s represent entry denied, suggesting the individual has been 
assessed unfavourably. For example, he/she has an undesirable status (e.g., may be 
unpopular), lacks authenticity (e.g., unsuccessful in changing behaviour to be 
accepted into the group), or struggles to negotiate the interpersonal-intergroup 
continuum, which disrupts the group synchrony. 
 
Figure 9 Access to Group Homophily Pathway 
P a g e  | 230 
 
 
Figure 9 also represents the group composition for the adolescent sample, with 
different levels of group complexity and goals. It is suggested that these group 
characteristics be considered similarly to stages of friendship proposed by La Gapia 
(1997). That is, different groups have different functional complexity dependent of 
the goal of formation. The peer group composition in this sample of adolescents was 
too small to be statistically analysed, but consisted of a large percentage of 
adolescents who reported their group as “friends” (46% males; 57% females – see 
Table 8). A small percentage of adolescents who reported activity-based groups (e.g., 
17% Jocks, 1% Skaters, 1% Surfers – refer to Table 8) in various stages of friendship 
development (refer to Table 8)—evident in shifts from 2nd degree friendship (close) 
through to 4th degree friendship (social acquaintance) (La Gaipa, 1979).   
 
As discussed by Laursen and Hartup (2002) development of friendship 
reciprocity progresses from notions of material equality into temporary affiliations to 
notions of need satisfaction, and then semi-permanent affiliations. These deep-level 
changes in friendship conceptions are accompanied by surface-level changes in social 
exchanges that transform exchange relationships into communal relationships. This 
progression starts with the most fundamental form of friendship being 
companionship, where friends are partners in leisure activities and adventures with the 
common feature being the activity. Then they move into more intimate friendships, 
characteristic of different degrees of mutuality, synchrony and respect in the 
relationship (Shulman, Laursen, Kalman, & Karpovsky, 1997). Laursen and Hartup 
(2002) elaborated that communal relationships describe affiliations with friends, 
family members and romantic partners; while exchange relationships define the rest. 
Adolescents can be seen to be negotiating emotional closeness with friends within 
groups that complement the relationships through the levels of goal complexity they 
provide. Different group goals compliment different relating styles.  
 
The current results suggest that the adolescents in the present sample had 
developed the capacity for different types of reciprocity and synchrony in 
relationships, and as a consequence may favour particular levels of friendship. These 
may be played out in action in automatic patterns of interaction between people 
(Brown et al., 2008; Holmes, 1993) which is the function of IWM. As a consequence, 
adolescents in the sample orientate themselves toward peer group with members that 
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exhibit complimentary affective communication, the consequence of the processes of 
social identification and social categorisation. The following interpretation of the 
sample peer group climate will draw on elements of relationships and groups outlined 
in Table 55. The interpretation will use the authoritative and authoritarian adolescent 
profiles to illustrate the process, along with reports about group access and belonging 
(see Figure 8) to highlight the social identity and group categorisation process already 
discussed.  
 
On the social plane in Vygotsky (1986) theory, the emotional climate of the 
authoritative adolescent-parent relationship would consist of the parent exerting firm 
control, but not being restrictive, and recognising the adolescent’s individual interests 
in the relationship. The authoritative style would facilitate a sense of moral autonomy 
(DeVries, 1997; Piaget, 1932; 1965). The adolescents’ relating capacity would be 
assumed to be consistent with both adults and peers, indicative of mutually responsive 
and reciprocal synchrony (Feger, 1991; Harrist & Waugh, 2002; Jordon, 1983; 
Lindsey et al., 2008; Seigal, 2004), verbal and non-verbal communication (it is noted 
that non-verbal communication depicts level of authenticity in relations [Vinciarelli, 
et al., 2008]) that is bidirectional and coherent (Guilamo-Ramos et al., 2006; Moitra 
& Mukherjee, 2009) with an affectively warm and trusting orientation.  
 
On the psychological plane in Vygotsky’s, (1986) theory, the authoritative 
climate would manifest in the adolescent’s self-reliant, self-assured, pro-socially 
focused personality—indicative of low internalising and externalising behaviour 
(Baumrind, 1966; 1967; 1971; 1973; Bowlby, 1973; 1979; 1988; Guilamo-Ramos et 
al., 2006; Maccoby & Martin, 1983; Moitra & Mukherjee, 2009; Smetana, 1995; 
1999; 2010; Smetana et al., 2006). It is expected that for this group of adolescents, 
their IWM would consist of expectations that others will be respectful, responsive and 
available to meet their needs (indicative of significantly higher scores on the trust and 
communication, attachment dimensions). In the peer group environment, the 
authoritative parented adolescents would be explorative, and based on their family 
experience, attracted to egalitarian relationships, which offer deeper level structures, 
communal relationships (Laursen & Hartup, 2002). The peer group would be 
expected to consist of a tertiary group structure (Gordon, 1997)—for example, a 
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friendship clique. Relationships for these adolescents develop toward more intimate 
friendships, consisting of elements of closeness, affections, disclosure and 
commitment, with partners adapting their behaviour to the other to preserve closeness, 
and realising the importance of balancing personal needs out of respect for others 
(Shulman, Laursen, Kalman, & Karpovsky, 1997). This is perhaps why there is 
variation in friendship structure as these relationships evolve, they are moving 
between Gordon’s (1997) stages of group development. Group membership would 
result from a combination of IWM activation, and the temporal processes of social 
identification and group categorisation (refer to Figure 9, blue line).  
 
Adolescents parented in the authoritarian style can be viewed as building 
IWM within an emotional climate of firm parental control, with no recognition of the 
adolescents’ individual interests. The adolescent would likely be subjected to 
demands for obedience (possibly involving forceful measure to curb overt behaviour, 
or psychological control), with an expectation that the adolescent will accept parental 
authority and values without question. This style would be expected to facilitate the 
development of a sense of heteronomous morality (Piaget, 1932; 1965; DeVries, 
1997) with verbal and non-verbal communication that would be unilateral and less 
coherent with less warmth and a detached trusting orientation.  
 
The adolescents’ relating capacity would be assumed to be exhibited in 
relationships with both adult and peers. But unlike adolescents parented in the 
authoritative parenting style, there would be a favouring of relations with peers. 
Research (Freeman & Brown, 2001) has shown insecure adolescents indicate a strong 
preference for boy/girlfriends and best friends as their primary target for attachment. 
Freeman and Brown (2001) concluded that at least for some adolescents, poor 
communication with parents can lead to adolescents favouring relationships with 
peers over relationships with parents. It would, however, be expected that these 
adolescents would experience an absence of reciprocity and attunement (Seigal, 2004) 
in relationships, manifesting in a discontented, withdrawn, and distrustful personality 
indicative of higher internalising and externalising behaviour (Barber, 1996; Barber, 
Stolz, & Olsen, 2005).  
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These adolescents would hold IWM containing the expectation that others will 
not be respectful and responsive, or available to meet their needs. In the peer group 
environment, the authoritarian parented adolescents would be less explorative, and 
based on their family experience, relationships would be attracted to authority-ranked, 
dominant and hierarchical, exchange relationships (Fiske, 1993; Laursen & Hartup, 
2002). This would be reflected in the adolescents’ behaviours in actions like ignoring 
the view point of others, not using others as resources for learning, not collaborating, 
and not sharing responsibilities and activities, all being indicative of primary and 
secondary group structure (Fiske, 1993; Gordon, 1997) within the peer environment.  
 
As such, these adolescents would struggle to engage in deeper level 
relationship structures (indicative of their lower trust and less coherent 
communication with parents and peers) and would be unlikely to be accepted into a 
friendship-based group occupied by peers who have developed in an authoritative 
climate (refer to Figure 9, red line). As discussed, researchers (e.g., Bowker, 
Bukowski, Hymel, & Sippola, 2000) have drawn attention to how rejected adolescents 
seem to have interactive difficulties, and attribute this to specific information 
processing deficits that are contextually dependent. They have suggested that a 
primary factor contributing to the social deficits of rejected adolescents is a deficiency 
in the way rejected children process social information and attempt to respond to the 
social problems that emerge in ongoing social interactions (Bowker, Bukowski et al., 
2000; Crick & Dodge, 1994).  
 
It would follow that the adolescent parented in the authoritarian style would be 
attracted to groups with minimal relationships dynamics, because of their lack of skill 
in maintaining intimate relationships. Hence activity based groups like a sport group 
would become more attractive and fit the IWM of the adolescent parented in the 
authoritarian climate. Activity groups have a lower level of group complexity, they 
afford easier group entry (as the adolescents reported), because group entry would be 
contingent on a more superficial level of group entry, like having the prerequisite ball 
skills and individual characteristic identified for group entry via the second 
homophily pathway. In this example, the levels of group complexity correlates with 
the most fundamental form of friendship, being companionship where friends are 
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partners in leisure activities and adventures with the common feature being the 
activity (Shulman, Laursen, Kalman, & Karpovsky, 1997).  
 
Further, this interpretation highlights how group complexity can explain the 
finding that adolescents parented in an authoritarian climate, report easier group 
access and belonged to more groups. They may well be focusing on gaining entry 
through the second homophily pathway, and membership of groups with low 
relationship complexity allow easier access (refer to Figure 9, blue line). In addition, 
the lack of group complexity would apply to the type of hypothetical IWM model 
these adolescents might be utilising. Being attracted to a peer group with a lower level 
of complexity, like a sport group, creates social situations with imposed limits and 
boundaries about conduct (the rules of the game), and provides surface level rewards 
that include a message of extrinsic worth of the type that would be obtained from 
adequate sporting skill.  
 
The unexpected finding that the adolescents parented in the authoritarian style 
reported tertiary group structure could be related, at least in part, to the content 
validity of the original test item construction, which will be discussed in section 11.5 
It may be that these adolescents are identifying the concept of equality with elements 
outside the context of relationships in groups. For example, they may be referring to 
qualities like the equality of a sporting skill, which would account for this unexpected 
finding. Alternatively, it may be a feature of social categorisation processes, where 
these adolescents are using their group as a vehicle for self-enhancement and self-
esteem by placing themselves in a group structure they perceive as positively 
enhancing their group (Tindale et al., 2001).  
 
Finally, attention needs to be directed to the high rating on alienation items 
from the IPPA, indicating second level experiences of alienation. That is, adolescents 
perceived themselves to be unworthy of emotional validation, indicated they were 
feeling ashamed or foolish in relationships with parents and peers, felt they were 
lacking a sense of mutual certainty, reported a tendency to conceal true feelings, and 
felt angry and isolated in their interpersonal relations with parents and peers ([drawn 
from IPPA alienation items] Armsden & Greenberg, 1987). Again unexpectedly this 
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was particularly evident for adolescents parented in the authoritative style. This 
suggests these adolescents are experiencing dilemmas associated with common 
identity, common bond, or both (Newman & Newman, 2001). As discussed issues of 
common identity and alienation would occur when adolescents are forced to take on a 
role, or are expected to comply with group expectations, to which they do not 
subscribe (Gordon, 1997; Newman & Newman, 2001). In contrast, adolescents 
parented in the authoritarian style rated alienation significantly lower with parents and 
peers. It may be that social conflict is occurring between adolescents who have been 
parented in the different parenting styles (authoritative versus authoritarian), and 
those adolescents parented in the authoritarian style are creating barriers to group 
entry for adolescents parented in the authoritative style. This is indicative of those 
adolescent parented in the authoritarian style reporting easier access into groups, and 
spending time in a greater number of groups, and adolescents parented in the 
authoritative style reporting more primary and tertiary group structure. Finally, the 
high alienation result for those adolescents parented in the authoritative style may also 
relate to the normal processes of autonomy striving in relationships with parents and 
peers that accompany adolescent development in relationships. This finding was not 
apparent for adolescents parented in the authoritarian climate with lower ratings of 
trust, communication and alienation in relationships with parents and peers because 
these adolescents would not be placing an emphasis on the quality of their 
relationships.  
 
11.5 Limitations and Future Research 
 
There were a number of limitations of this study. First, there was a large amount of 
missing data that resulted from the adolescents not completing all the questionnaires. 
This is not necessarily surprising given the developmental stage that these participants 
are in. Second, the relatively small sample size has reduced the power to find 
significant results. For example, the small number of participants (between 15–19 
participants in subgroups) used to calculate the Pearson product-moment correlation 
coefficients to assess relationships between adolescent ratings on the mother, father, 
and peer attachment subscales (trust, communication and alienation) from the IPPA 
increases the margin of error measurement which masks the true relationship of these 
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variables and compromises the validity and reliability of the results. Further, due to 
the high number of statistical analyses performed and some scales (e.g. IPPA 
subscales) being highly correlated the possibility of committing a Type 1 error is 
markedly increased.  
 
Despite extended efforts to recruit widely into the study, it was a challenge to 
get adolescents to consent to participate in the research. This was further compounded 
by the withdrawal of State Government secondary schools’ owing to the Department 
of Education and Early Childhood Development deeming the research project not 
educational. This introduced sampling bias as there was zero probability of 
adolescents from government schools in the population of South West of Victoria, 
Australia being selected. Participants came from a particular religious community 
which possibly gave a weighting toward an authoritarian form of organisation, leading 
to those adolescents being raised with authoritarian parents finding it easier to enter 
and move between groups. There was also evidence of a self-selection bias, indicated 
by two younger females’ participants withdrawing from the study on their parents’ 
direction. This may suggest that those adolescents who decided to participate could be 
associated with particular traits (e.g. have strong opinions or substantial knowledge) 
that would affect the results of this study, leading to the possibility that those 
adolescents who did participate are not representative of the adolescent population in 
South West Victoria, Australia. This means the study needs replication with a wider 
sample.  
 
There were some issues relevant in using the PAQ and the IPPA, and in 
developing the group measure in the current study. The PAQ has been demonstrated 
to be a valid measure of parenting style for the developmental period of late 
adolescent. The fact the PAQ was normed using a college population, creates a 
problems in using it as a measure of parenting style in a younger adolescent 
population (West, Rose, Spreng, Sheldon-Keller, & Adam, 1998). Difficulties relate 
to content validity and cognitive maturation level leading to problems in 
interpretability for this population.  
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Likewise, the IPPA has been demonstrated to be a valid measure of 
attachment for the developmental periods of middle to late adolescence and early 
adulthood (Gulline & Robinson, 2005) leading to questions about its validity for use 
as a measure of attachment style in a younger adolescent population. The IPPA, along 
with the PAQ, are self-report questionnaire and hence susceptible to adolescent bias. 
Self-report questionnaires measure perceptions rather than actual behaviour, and 
consequently respondents can harbour negative attribution biases. For example, where 
an adolescent is experiencing family problems they may report negative attitudes to 
parent behaviour, such as their parent/s do not care, or are too strict (Hayes, Hudson 
& Matthew, 2003). This may, in part, explain the unexpected pattern of high 
alienation that was observed to be positively correlated with trust and communication 
raising the question of dismissing the IPPA as a reliable and valid instrument.  
 
However, dismissing the IPPA as an unreliable instrument, risks the 
possibility of committing a Type II error—owing to the results being suggestive of 
conflict in relationships with parents. It is possible for adolescents to feel they have 
good communication and trust with parents, while concurrently de-valuing parents as 
they look more toward peers to meet their needs. As adolescents spend increasing 
amounts of time with their peers, they are likely to experience increased discord with 
parents, accompanied by a decline in feeling close to parents (Coleman, 2011; Larson 
& Richards, 1991; Steinberg & Sheffield Morris, 2001; Tarrant, 2002). It is noted that 
adolescent self-reports are usually considered more accurate than parental reports 
(Hayes, Hudson & Matthew, 2003). 
 
A further criticism of the IPPA (Crowell, Fraley and Shaver, 2008) relates to 
the instrument not being designed to differentiate among the attachment patterns 
delineated by Ainsworth and colleagues (1978). Crowell, Fraley and Shaver (2008) 
commented on the authors of the IPPA remarking that it may not be clear what the 
developmental manifestations of ‘avoidant’ or ‘ambivalent’ would be in adolescence, 
or if other conceptualizations of insecure attachment would be more appropriate. 
There is general controversy in the literature about using self-report to measure 
attachment. This controversy is based on attachment being considered a mental 
representation of emotional bonds and past experiences in relationships. As such, the 
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best way to measure attachment is thought to be through narratives that tap implicit 
representations in the mind (Barrocas, 2000; O’Connor, & Zeanah, 2003; Shaver & 
Mikulincer, 2004). These methods are often difficult to employ as they require 
periods of intensive training in order to administer the measure (e.g. Adult 
Attachment Interview) or they have only been developed for use in adult populations.  
 
The instruments used in this research were selected from a limited number of 
psychometrically validated self-report measures that assess cognitive representations 
of attachment, and Baumrind’s (1966, 1967, 1971 1973) parenting types (West, Rose, 
Spreng, Sheldon-Keller, & Adam, 1998) in an adolescent population. It is emphasised 
that this research did not use the PAQ and IPPA to discuss causality and has only 
reported relational conclusions in the results (Barrocas, 2000). Nevertheless, any 
future research study would consider the selection of an attachment measure more 
carefully—based on the inherent difficulties in scoring the IPPA and interpreting the 
respective findings.  
 
One final limitation of the PAQ and IPPA relate to them ineffectively 
identifying or capturing behaviour considered specific to the social behavioural 
system. For example, items from these self-report questionnaires are predominantly 
worded in first person language; and as such do not encourage the salience of social 
identity. Improvements to the original design would involve establishing data 
collection instruments that adequately measure social identity (Tanti et al., 2008). 
 
Another limitation in the research design relates to the lack of observed 
complexity in adolescent peers groups identified from the results. It is likely that 
different groups provide differential functions with respect to building identity e.g., 
mixed-gender group in the use of constructing romantic identity. Likewise, different 
peer groups may offer different cohesion, some peer groups may be cohesive resulting 
in more interpersonal dynamics and identification processes, while others may be less 
cohesive, providing less opportunity for identity forming influences, or in some cases 
may have no influence—as indicated by differences discussed between a “friends” 
and “jocks” group. Hence, it may be that some group environments are less 
P a g e  | 239 
 
 
challenging and constitute a looser crowd where differences are more accepted than in 
others.  
 
An assessment of group complexity and its relation to identity development 
could be achieved by developing an instrument to evaluate the identity forming 
capacity of adolescent peer groups. Such an instrument would need to consider the 
quality of the social relationships, as well as markers for identification and group 
acceptance in relation to different aspects of personality that can be evoked when 
entering and belonging to adolescent peer groups. It is assumed that those groups 
which centre on external activity (e.g., jocks) would be less demanding, and those 
groups centred on reciprocal emotional interactions or activities (e.g., a friendship 
group) which require communication of personal qualities, would  be considered more 
demanding and social sophisticated, but developmentally effective. 
 
Further, issues in the content validity of group measure items have been 
identified, with the wording of a number of items about group membership not clearly 
differentiating between cliques and crowds (conceptually reputation/cognitive-based 
group membership), leading to overlap in reporting group membership. That is, 
participants may have perceived and reported groups with overlapping cliques/crowd 
membership leading to confusion in differentiating formal and informal organized 
affiliations. For example, spending time in a sport group (representative of a 
reputation-based crowd – “Jocks”) established by adults, while simultaneously 
belonging to a smaller friendship-based clique, embedded in the same crowd 
(“Jocks”) and established by youth.  
 
However, this research examined the “subjective” realm of adolescent 
perceptions of clique/crowd membership, and did not set out to create an “objective 
map” of the adolescent clique/crowd network. Further, clique/crowd membership was 
not the main focus of the research. The research addressed qualitative differences in 
adolescent-parent/peer relationships, as perceived by the adolescent, and measured by 
the attachment and parenting style inventories, and a number of group characteristics. 
It was argued that qualitative differences in adolescent-parent relationships and the 
emotional climate provided by different types of parenting styles (e.g. authoritative, 
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authoritarian, and permissive) would impact on the adolescents’ capacity to relate to 
peers, and this would be reflected in the variability of their peer group 
characteristics—e.g. group access, the number of groups adolescents report spending 
time, and labels given to peer groups. 
 
A further problem with content validity in the group measure relates to the 
definition of primary, secondary and tertiary group structure. It is noted that 
adolescents in this study come from an individualistic culture and are likely to view 
group members as equally autonomous, and as such, deny hierarchical structure 
within the group they belong, which would lead to higher reporting of tertiary group 
structure. Indicative of tertiary group item “3. No group leader - everyone is treated 
the same.” This is in contrast to adolescents from collectivist cultures who would be 
more likely to adhere to the hierarchical structures of group membership (Triandis & 
Suh, 2002). A method for correcting this limitation would be to determine the cultural 
background of participants, and to develop individual items tapping the concepts of 
group structure/s specifically. For example, “everyone in my group values my 
opinion” (tertiary group structure). 
 
Another consideration for a future research design relates to the affective-
cognitive experience of understanding another person, called empathy. These 
experiences are conveyed in non-verbal social signals, opposed to verbal reports. 
Hence, the research design could be improved by capturing non-verbal 
communication cues in adolescent group, evident through the complex aggregate of 
behavioural cues such as gazes, blinks, smiles, nods, arm crossing (Vinciarelli et al., 
2008). As discussed by Vinciarelli et al. (2008) sophisticated computer generated 
coding systems to rate behavioural cues have been developed for use in the study of 
cybernetics. These could be employed to capture the emotional communication in 
adolescent groups to add to and cross-reference participant responses. These social 
signals account for attitudes toward people, and illustrate the sorts of relationships 
people have, and whether people are happy with each other (Pantic, Bourlanr, & 
Pentland, 2008). Unlike verbal messages, non-verbal communication is typically 
honest and considered one of the physical, detectable and measurable evidences of 
our inner life. During every moment of contact, a person’s status relative to another 
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person is continually being signalled, usually unintentionally (Scheff, 1997). 
Assessment of non-verbal cues would improve accuracy in determining interpersonal 
interactions and communications that would clearly delineate Gordon’s (1997) peer 
group structures. This could be achieved by implementing a study using in vivo 
adolescent peer groups (e.g., in the form of study groups in a school setting and/or 
clinical setting) facilitated over a period of time to allow the development of Gordon’s 
(1997) group structures, and provide opportunity to capture the interpersonal 
interactions and communications, as well as the evolving peer group culture. 
 
11.6 Implication and Conclusions 
 
It is important to note the type of developmental deficits that are associated with being 
parented in an authoritarian style, and the consequent development of IWM that 
facilitate attention and orientation toward less complex relationship settings. These 
deficits pertain to qualitative differences manifesting in the coherence of identity. For 
example, problems may pertain to the development of inter-subjectivity. Jordon 
(1983) explained that inter-subjectivity carries with it the notion of a motivation to 
understand another’s meaning system from his/her frame of reference and the ongoing 
and sustained interest in the inner world of the other person. Inter-subjectivity can be 
thought of as a relational frame of reference within which empathy is most likely to 
occur.  
 
As explained by Jordon (1983) inter-subjectivity is a “holding” of the other’s 
subjectivity as central to the interaction with that individual. In the emotional climate 
of the authoritarian parenting experience, the parent places far less emphasis on 
holding the adolescents’ subjectivity in mind; the adolescent is subject to blanket 
acceptance of authority and parental values. This type of social interaction would not 
promote the development of mutual empathy, important in psychological 
development and inter-subjectivity in relationships (Surrey, 1984). As explained by 
Scheff (1997) this relationship dynamic is a feature of the engulfed family, where the 
child can only be good by blind obedience and conformity by relinquishing its 
curiosity, intuition, or feelings. As a consequence, they suffer deficits in ability to 
process and generate meaning from deeper level relationship information (Dodge, 
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2002); and these deficits are likely to deter them from seeking out more complex peer 
group experiences, and are viewed as characteristic of adolescents with externalising 
behaviour.       
 
The implications of this research for use in typical adolescent peer groups and 
clinical therapy group settings involve the determination that parenting style has an 
influence on group membership and social life. However, the influence of parenting 
style is not related to providing adolescents with enhanced group access, in order to 
secure a variety of identification processes. It would appear that parenting styles 
influence is more qualitative than quantitative. It relates to the cognitive/affective 
quality of relationships within the peer groups. Parenting style opens up social 
possibilities with groups that encourage social maturity (an authoritative climate) or 
can restrict the adolescents’ access, relegating to group life with a far less complex 
and activity oriented focus—that may not assist in the development of higher pro-
social qualities such as empathy. This has implications for the type of groups that may 
need to be offered to adolescents to engage them in social activity, and it may also 
provide some indications for how the activity of the groups might be shaped to lead to 
a gradual enhancement of these qualities through increased communication and 
encouraging the movement from primary and secondary to a tertiary structure. 
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11.7 Conclusion 
 
This research project was undertaken to contribute to a deeper understand of the role 
attachment, attachment processes and parenting style play in shaping the adolescents’ 
capacity to enter and move between their peer groups. It was expected, given 
extensive reporting in the research literature, that a secure attachment and an 
authoritative parenting style would provide the foundational capacity to easily enter 
and moved around peer groups. There was an unexpected finding that adolescents 
parented in the authoritarian parenting style reported easier group access and spend 
time in a greater number of groups. This research identified developmental 
differences for age and gender related to attachment experiences with parents and 
peers. It was suggested that the younger female adolescent and the older male 
adolescents in the sample population were interacting in mixed-gender groups, 
possible exploring romantic identity development. The developmental age difference 
of two years could account for this finding. A number of conclusions have been 
drawn about the role of attachment and parenting style mediating group entry. It was 
determined that they do not play a direct role in group entry. However they may be 
involved in shaping the adolescents’ social skill through nurturing a sense of security 
and facilitating the construction of pro-social IWM. As a consequence attachment 
style and parenting style may play an indirect role in facilitating entry into groups, 
through their influences in shaping individual characteristics that allow group entry 
through the second homophily pathway. Models were presented to explain the 
findings, Figure 8 explains the group entry process; and Figure 9 explains the 
relationship between IWM, the parenting climate and the primary processes 
responsible for group entry. It was determined that group entry processes are specific 
to the social behavioural system and explained by social identity and group 
categorisation theory. A model was also presented in Figure 9 to explain how 
adolescents parented in an authoritarian climate may be attracted to peer groups with 
lower complexity (e.g. structured activity groups) that affords easier group entry. This 
model was used to account for the finding in this research study. This study is viewed 
as providing and important contribution the study of adolescent social development 
and has provided a deeper level explanation about the importance of peer groups in 
adolescent life. 
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